CLARENDON ARISTOTLE SERIES 


ARES Ger 


DE ANIMA 


TRANSLATED WITH AN INTRODUCTION 
AND COMMENTARY BY 


CHRISTOPHER 
SHIELDS 


GENERAL EDITOR LINDSAY JUDSON 


ARISTOTLE 


CLARENDON ARISTOTLE SERIES 


General Editor 
LINDSAY JUDSON 


Also published in this series 
Categories and De Interpretatione J.L. ACKRILL 


De Anima books II and III D. W. HAMLYN 
New impression with supplementary material by Christopher Shields 


De Generatione et Corruptione C. J. F. WILLIAMS 


De Partibus Animalium I and De Generatione Animalium 1D. M. BALME 
New impression with supplementary material by Allan Gotthelf 


Eudemian Ethics Books I, II, and VIII MICHAEL WOODS 
Second edition 


Metaphysics Books B and K 1-2 ARTHUR MADIGAN, SJ 


Metaphysics Books T, A, and E CHRISTOPHER KIRWAN 
Second edition 


Metaphysics Books Zand H DAVID BOSTOCK 
Metaphysics Book © STEPHEN MAKIN 
Metaphysics Books M and N JULIA ANNAS 
Nicomachean Ethics Books VIII and IX MICHAEL PAKALUK 
On the Parts of Animals I-IV JAMES G. LENNOX 


Physics Books I and II WILLIAM CHARLTON 
New impression with supplementary material 


Physics Books III and IV EDWARD HUSSEY 
New impression with supplementary material 


Physics Books VIII DANIEL GRAHAM 
Politics Books I and II TREVOR J. SAUNDERS 


Politics Books III and IV RICHARD ROBINSON 
New impression with supplementary material by David Keyt 


Politics Books V and VI DAVID KEYT 
Politics Books VII and VIII RICHARD KRAUT 


Posterior Analytics JONATHAN BARNES 
Second edition 


Prior Analytics Book I GISELA STRIKER 
Topics Books I and VIII ROBIN SMITH 


Other volumes are in preparation 


ARISTOTLE 


De Anima 


Translated 
with an Introduction and Commentary 
by 


CHRISTOPHER SHIELDS 


CLARENDON PRESS - OXFORD 


OXFORD 


UNIVERSITY PRESS 


Great Clarendon Street, Oxford, OX2 6DP, 
United Kingdom 
Oxford University Press is a department of the University of Oxford. 
It furthers the University’s objective of excellence in research, scholarship, 
and education by publishing worldwide. Oxford is a registered trade mark of 
Oxford University Press in the UK and in certain other countries 


© Christopher Shields 2016 
The moral rights of the author have been asserted 
First Edition published in 2016 


All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in 
a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, without the 
prior permission in writing of Oxford University Press, or as expressly permitted 
by law, by licence or under terms agreed with the appropriate reprographics 
rights organization. Enquiries concerning reproduction outside the scope of the 
above should be sent to the Rights Department, Oxford University Press, at the 
address above 


You must not circulate this work in any other form 
and you must impose this same condition on any acquirer 


Published in the United States of America by Oxford University Press 
198 Madison Avenue, New York, NY 10016, United States of America 
British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data 
Data available 
Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data 
Data available 


ISBN 978-0-19-924345-7 


Links to third party websites are provided by Oxford in good faith and 
for information only. Oxford disclaims any responsibility for the materials 
contained in any third party website referenced in this work. 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


Because I have had graduates and advanced undergraduates 
foremost in mind when preparing this translation and commen- 
tary, I have been most grateful for the feedback offered by 
students who kindly previewed earlier versions of this text in 
classes and seminars at a variety of institutions. Although they 
are too numerous to list by name, I thank corporately all 
those who read parts of the translation and commentary at 
the University of Colorado at Boulder, Cornell University, the 
Chinese University of Hong Kong, St. Louis University, 
the Humboldt University of Berlin, and the University of Oxford. 
These students have proven extremely astute in their reactions, 
often pressing me for greater clarity and enhanced exegetical 
directness. Among them I remain especially conscious of helpful 
feedback from Wei Cheng, Jakub Deuretzbacher, Yuuki Ohta, 
Sydney Penner, Rachel Singpurwalla, Nathanael Stein, and Paul 
Studtmann. 

Two doctoral students in Oxford merit special mention. In the 
context of a graduate seminar on De Anima, Jason Carter read 
the entire translation and commentary with care, offering numer- 
ous corrections and suggestions for improvement. As a research 
assistant, Thomas Ainsworth worked minutely through the entire 
manuscript, issuing a long stream of highly schooled observations 
which resulted in a considerable number of improvements to the 
translation; not satisfied, he then also offered a series of incisive 
suggestions regarding the commentary, resulting, again, in a long 
list of improvements. I am most grateful to them both. 

I am pleased to be in a position to acknowledge with gratitude 
the institutional support which permitted me to focus on this 
project by releasing me from other duties, whether pedagogical 
or administrative. Welcome support was provided by the Univer- 
sity of Oxford, Lady Margaret Hall, Oxford, the Chinese University 
of Hong Kong, and TOPOI, the Excellence Cluster at the 
Humboldt University of Berlin. I reviewed the entire antepen- 
ultimate draft during a year in Berlin, funded partly by TOPOI 
and partly by the Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung. The support 
of this marvellous foundation through the years has been really 


v 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


quite remarkable. I have no doubt that without its good offices, 
I would never have come to the point in life where I could offer 
this work for publication. 

During the long period in which this book has been intermit- 
tently under production, I had the benefit of instructive feedback 
to presentations given to numerous learned societies and univer- 
sities. The translation of the first book was read by a group of 
scholars at Cambridge University’s May Week, at the end of 
which David Sedley kindly offered me written comments of his 
characteristically superior sort. I received similarly high-level 
feedback from multi-day seminars at Hokkaido University and 
at the Central European University, where I learned much from 
the acute and informed audience members. 

Otherwise, I am aware of particular improvements made in 
response to discussions with Dominic Bailey, Charles Brittain, 
David Charles, Kei Chiba, Klaus Corcilius, Paolo Crivelli, Ana 
Laura Edelhoff, Gail Fine, John Gibert, Edward Hussey, Terence 
Irwin, Sean Kelsey, Colin Guthrie King, Phillip Mitsis, Graham 
Oddie, Robert Pasnau, Colin Shields, Richard Sorabji, Christo- 
pher Taylor, and Iakovos Vasiliou. 

Some of those discussions trace back to a multi-year reading 
group on De Anima at Oriel College, Oxford, presided over by 
David Charles. The shifting members of that group, which 
included graduate students, post-doctoral students, permanent 
post holders in Oxford, and visiting academics from the world 
over, forced me to rethink many of my firmest convictions about 
the doctrines of De Anima. They also collectively reminded me 
that a translator of Aristotle must often play the role of a de facto 
textual critic—and accordingly, like that critic, can on occasion 
do little more than offer a modest conjecture. 

Having hazarded such conjectures, I submitted them for review 
to Fred Miller, to whom I owe a special debt of gratitude. He read 
the entire penultimate draft of the translation and commentary 
with attention and learning, adroitly pointing the way forward in 
several difficult passages. Still greater is my debt to the editor of 
the Clarendon Aristotle Series. Equipped with a highly developed 
sense of Aristotelian prose and a deep mastery of Aristotelian 
philosophy, Lindsay Judson offered numerous corrections, while 
demanding greater clarity, depth, and fidelity, always steering 


vi 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


me in directions that I am glad to have gone. I am permanently 
grateful to him for his instruction. 

Finally, there is another sort of debt, distant and indirect, owed 
by every commentator on De Anima to the legion of scholars who 
have gone before. There are some 800 known and catalogued 
commentaries on De Anima, many of which I have freely con- 
sulted to my great edification. The monumental commentaries of 
earlier generations, some ancient, some medieval, and some mod- 
ern, have often lain open on my desk as I was working through a 
puzzling passage. The vast majority of the authors of these works 
are no longer with us to be thanked, but I call out to them in 
thanks all the same. Like other students of De Anima, I have 
learned immeasurably through their efforts. 

As for the disquieting thought that I offer now the 8o1st (or so) 
commentary on this text, I thank the first editor of the Clarendon 
Aristotle series, John Ackrill, for assuring and encouraging me 
with his quiet, crystalline conviction that each generation of 
philosophers must remake Aristotelian philosophy in its own 
idiom, even while striving to fathom, as some of our German 
friends say, wie es eigentlich gewesen ist. 


vii 


CONTENTS 


General Introduction 
1. The Place of De Anima in the Aristotelian Corpus 
1u. Some Principles of Hylomorphic Explanation 
m. Soul and Body 
A. Soul-Body Hylomorphism 
B. A Problem about Soul-Body Hylomorphism 
Iv. The Faculties of the Soul 
A. The Nutritive Soul 
B. Perception 
c. Reason 
v. Conclusion 


A Note on the Text 
Discursive Outline of De Anima 


TRANSLATION 
BOOK I 
BOOK II 
BOOK III 


TEXTUAL NOTES AND VARIANT READINGS 


COMMENTARY 


BOOK I 
General Introduction to Book I 
Chapter Introductions with Commentaries 


BOOK II 
General Introduction to Book II 
Chapter Introductions with Commentaries 


BOOK III 
General Introduction to Book III 
Chapter Introductions with Commentaries 


Discursive Glossary of Aristotelian Terminology 
Bibliography 
Index 


ix 


xi 

xii 
xiv 
xvii 
xvii 
xxii 
xxviii 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


Near the beginning of his De Anima, Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) 
remarks with an arresting candour that ‘Grasping anything trust- 
worthy concerning the soul is completely and in every way among 
the most difficult of affairs’ (De Anima I 1 402a10-11). This 
judgement is striking not least because De Anima is a fully mature 
work, most likely written near the end of Aristotle’s life, during 
his second stay in Athens, when he was director of his own school, 
the Lyceum (334-323 B.c.). If that is correct, then this appraisal 
issues from a thinker of surpassing depth and acumen who had 
spent virtually all of his adult life engaged in philosophical 
inquiry and biological investigation, a great bulk of which took 
as its subject matter the nature and faculties of living beings. 

Aristotle thus regards his task in De Anima as a formidable 
one. This may be due in part to his refusing to limit consideration 
of the soul to the human soul alone. Rather, he presumes that 
because the soul is a principle of life in general, any investigation 
into the soul (psuché in Greek, or anima in Latin) will need to 
consider all animate beings, that is, all living beings, including 
plants and animals no less than humans. This he does in De 
Anima, even devoting some energy to determining the nature of 
life itself along the way. In this sense, the subject matter of this 
work is broad in scope, broader than either the modern discipline 
of psychology or contemporary philosophy of mind, with whose 
domains of inquiry De Anima has only a partial, if instructive, 
overlap. Aristotle seeks to uncover the nature of soul and its 
relation to the body; to explore perception and the perceptual 
faculties; to explain the character of representation in thought; to 
analyse thinking and the nature of mind; to assay the aetiology of 
human action; to characterize the nature of life; and to do all of 
this in a historically informed manner sensitive to the phaeno- 
mena, that is, to the governing appearances pertaining to living 
systems and their distinctively psychological traits. It is for these 
reasons understandable that Aristotle should find his undertaking 
in De Anima a daunting one. 
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I. THE PLACE OF DE ANIMA IN 
THE ARISTOTELIAN CORPUS 


Any determination of the degree to which Aristotle succeeds in 
meeting the demanding tasks he sets for himself in De Anima will 
be, inevitably, a matter of exegetical and critical controversy. 
Fortunately, whatever determinations we make, it remains 
clear that he brings his most sophisticated philosophical 
framework to bear on the issues he investigates. Judged by 
the terms of the psychological theory and the overarching 
framework within which he espouses it, Aristotle’s De Anima 
clearly belongs to the last phase of his productive life. The 
case for treating De Anima as a late work of Aristotle is 
threefold: (i) inter-textual references to other works in the 
corpus recommend a relatively late date;' (ii) the technical 
vocabulary seems to place it in association with other pre- 
sumptively late works;? and most importantly, (iii) the con- 
tent of the theory propounded draws regularly upon the 
highly technical apparatus of hylomorphism characteristic 
of Aristotle’s late period.’ 


l De Anima contains possible back references to two early Aristotelian dia- 
logues, De Philosophia (404b19) and Eudemus (407b29); and fairly clear refer- 
ences to both Gen. et Cor. (417a1 and 423b29) and Phys. (417417). Back 
references, or apparent back references, to De Anima are almost exclusively 
confined to works deemed to be late, primarily the Parva Naturalia: De Sensu 
(436aI-5, 436b10, b14, 437a18, 438b3, 439a8, a18, 440b28); De Mem. (449b3); 
De Somno (454a11, 455a8, a24); De Insom. (459a15); De Iuv. (467b13); De Resp. 
(474b11); as well as Motu Anim. (7oobs, 21) and Gen. An. (736a37, 786625, 
788b2). There is also a clear but apparently anomalous reference to De Anima in 
a work commonly regarded as early, De Interp. (16a8). 

? Crucial in this respect is the frequent use of the word ‘actuality’ (entelecheia), 
a term key to Aristotle’s statement of his own positive view of soul and body. 
Strikingly, the word entelecheia is absent in the Organon. Of all Aristotle’s works, 
it occurs most commonly in DA (thirty-four times), but also figures prominently 
in the Phys. (twelve times), the Met. (twelve times), and Gen. et Cor. (fifteen 
times). It shows up twice in Gen. An. and once each in DC, Meteor., and De Part. 
The general fact of the frequency of this diction was noticed already by Zeller 
(1879) and emphasized by Ross as well (1961), though neither charts its fre- 
quency accurately. 

These criteria omit by design the vexed question of whether Aristotle’s 
hylomorphism embraces, eschews, or is indifferent to some manner of cardio- 
centrism, that is a view according to which the soul has a specific bodily location, 
namely the heart. According to an influential study of Nuyens (1948), one can 
discern a clear development in Aristotle’s psychology along this dimension. 
Nuyens agreed with Poppelreuter (1892) in holding that De Anima is positively 
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While no one of these points secures a late date for De 
Anima unquestionably, taken corporately they do suggest 
that the work is a mature production, one whose understand- 
ing and assessment consequently require a prior familiarity 
with the basic tenets of Aristotle’s technical vocabulary and 
his most highly developed philosophical theory. Indeed, in 
one sense, little pertaining to a contemporary assessment 
of the theses propounded in De Anima turns crucially on 
the question of its dating relative to the rest of Aristotle’s 
considerable output. It is, however, prudent to appreciate 
that De Anima draws freely on the technical terminology 
and apparatus developed, sometimes haltingly, in Aristotle’s 
other theoretical works. Most important in this regard is that 
De Anima makes heavy use of the principles of hylomorphism, 
including centrally the paired notions of: (i) form (eidos 
or morphé) and matter (hulé) and (ii) actuality (energeia or 
entelechia, the latter of which is sometimes used interchange- 
ably and sometimes not with the former) and potentiality 
(dunamis). It is accordingly necessary to have a ready grasp 
of these sometimes complex concepts before a proper 
appraisal of the theories of De Anima can be undertaken. 


incompatible with cardiocentrism, which they both further understood to be an 
indication that it eschews that presumptively more primitive view and thus must 
represent a later phase of Aristotle’s development. Nuyens might be criticized 
(and indeed has been criticized by Block (1961) and more recently by Tracy 
(1983)) on a number of grounds. First and foremost is the question of whether in 
De Anima Aristotle in fact and intentionally rejects cardiocentrism, but then also 
whether—whatever Aristotle’s view of the matter—hylomorphism is in fact 
consistent with the localization of the soul, as, for instance, already in antiquity 
Alexander of Aphrodisias understood it to be (DA 23.6-24.10, 38.15-66.8, 
100.13-17). Deuretzbacher (2014) considers the evidence and argues (i) that 
Alexander is himself a cardiocentrist; (ii) that he ascribes the same view to 
Aristotle’s De Anima; and (iii) that he is right to do so—that Aristotle is himself 
a cardiocentrist , and so, under pains of inconsistency, must regard cardiocentr- 
ism as consistent with hylomorphism after all. Given these controversies, while 
the philosophical question of whether hylomorphism is compatible with any 
manner of localization retains a great interest, any attempt to date De Anima 
predicated upon these contentions should be set aside as at best inconclusive. 
As a purely philosophical matter, it is instructive, if unsurprising, that allied 
questions about localizations—of properties such as being alive, of thoughts, of 
emotions, of pains, of consciousness, and so forth—continue to exercise philo- 
sophers and psychologists down to the present day. 


xiii 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


II. SOME PRINCIPLES OF HYLOMORPHIC 
EXPLANATION 


When approaching his investigation into the soul and its faculties, 
Aristotle draws upon a highly nuanced metaphysical framework 
whose basic tenets are easily grasped but whose applications and 
extensions are sometimes vexing. This is, indeed, all the more true 
given that in De Anima itself Aristotle develops and refines some 
of his basic technical apparatus, in some instances straining his 
terminology almost beyond recognition. Thus, for instance, when 
he puts forth his most general account, Aristotle contends that the 
soul is a ‘first actuality of a natural organic body’ (DA II 1, 
412b5-6), that it is a ‘substance as form of a natural body which 
has life in potentiality’ (DA II 1, 412a20-1) and, similarly, that it 
‘is a first actuality of a natural body which has life in potentiality’ 
(DA II 1, 412a27-8). In so speaking, Aristotle relies on a series of 
technical terms introduced and, in some cases, explained in his 
physical and metaphysical treatises, including most notably the 
Physics, Metaphysics, and On Generation and Corruption. Thus, 
the soul is a first actuality (pr6té entelecheia), a substance (ousia), 
and a form (eidos), while the body is organic (organikon), some- 
thing having life in potentiality (en dunamei) and serving as the 
matter (hu/é) of the soul. 

When appealing to these and other like terms, Aristotle pre- 
sumes that his reader is already familiar with his basic hylo- 
morphism, the fundamental features of which are drawn from 
his broader explanatory schema, his four-causal explanatory 
framework.* As introduced and illustrated in Physics I 7-II 8, 
this framework advances a thesis about the features necessary for 
adequacy and comprehensiveness in explanation; it is motivated 
initially by the simple thought that every kind of change, whether 
mere alteration (as when Socrates alters from being pale to being 
sunburned after a day at the beach) or generation (as when 
Socrates first comes into existence at his birth), involves two 
factors: something remaining the same and something gained or 
lost. In the case of alteration, this is plain. Socrates is the continu- 
ing subject, while the quality lost is pallor and the quality gained 


4 Shields (2014), Ch. 2, offers a comprehensive introduction to Aristotle’s four 
causes. 


Xiv 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


is being sunburned. In the case of generation, it is best to follow 
Aristotle’s own example: a statue is generated not from nothing, 
but from something, say, bronze. The bronze persists and gains 
the shape or form of the statue. In these cases, the two factors are 
the matter, that which persists through change, and the form, the 
feature gained or lost in the change. Since Aristotle will eventu- 
ally treat both perception and thought as attenuated sorts of 
alterations (DA II 5, 416b33-4), it is natural for him to appeal 
to the notions of matter and form in their explications. 

In addition to citing material and formal causes, Aristotle also 
demands for completeness in explanation the specification of the 
two remaining causes—the final and efficient. Both notions play 
prominent roles in the explanatory schema of De Anima. Briefly, 
focusing first on a favourable example, an artefact, Aristotle will 
expect specifications of two features of, say, a computer in add- 
ition to mention of its matter and form. Because bits of plastic, 
metal, and silicon do not spontaneously arrange themselves into 
the form of a computer, an explanation of the existence of a 
computer must cite the agent which brought it about that the 
form is in the matter. This agent he calls the efficient or moving 
cause or the source of motion (arché tés kinéseés). Still, knowing 
even the material, formal, and efficient causes does not suffice for 
completeness in explanation. This can be appreciated most read- 
ily by imagining an encounter with a computer of a unique and 
unexpected shape and material composition: we might know that 
the object before us is made of tungsten and ceramic, that the odd 
malleable dodecahedron shape was put into the material by 
means of an intricate mould-injecting robotic machine, while 
yet lacking any understanding of what the structure before us is. 
When and only when we learn that it is an ingenious voice- 
activated computer, functionally equivalent to an ordinary lap- 
top, do we know what it is. We learn what it is when we learn 
what it is for, when we learn its function, or in Aristotle’s terms, 
when we learn its final cause. 

Taken altogether, then, Aristotle’s explanatory schema 
demands the specification of the material, formal, efficient, and 
final causes. Nor does he doubt that the sort of explanation 
appropriate for artefacts generalizes to organisms and their 
parts. Indeed, he takes it as obvious that understanding, e.g., 
what an eye is involves appealing to its final cause: knowing 
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that eyes are for seeing will prove for him an ineliminable com- 
ponent of any adequate explanation of the eye. That said, Aris- 
totle does not take as his primary objective in De Anima the 
explanation of the perceptual organs (aisthétéria); rather, he is 
concerned primarily with the nature of perception (aisthésis) itself, 
and with the individual sensory modalities considered as capaci- 
ties or faculties. He takes an interest in the organs used in 
perception only to the degree that a description of their charac- 
teristics may help to illuminate his primary concern with the 
activities of perception and thinking. Their analyses, as we 
shall see, require technical terminology in addition to the four- 
causal explanatory framework already adumbrated. So too will 
his account of thinking, where, for reasons peculiar to that activ- 
ity, Aristotle also displays considerable interest in the nature of 
the agent of thought, reason (nous). 

Thus far, however, we may reasonably expect to find Aristotle 
appealing to his four causes when engaging in psychological 
explanation. This he does, relying most centrally throughout De 
Anima on the notions of matter (Au/é) and form (eidos or morphé), 
for which reason his account of soul and body is referred to as a 
kind of hylomorphism. 

In fact, Aristotle’s positive theorizing in De Anima is rightly 
understood as consisting of three successive deployments of his 
general hylomorphism, each more particular and attenuated than 
the last: (i) he first articulates soul-body relations by claiming that 
soul and body are related as form and matter; (ii) he then analyses 
perception (aisthésis) and the individual sensory modalities by 
appealing repeatedly to his hylomorphic account of alteration in 
terms of form reception; and, finally, (iii) he characterizes thinking 
or reasoning (noésis) and reason (nous) on the same model of form 
reception to which he appeals in his analysis of perception, 
though now in terms of intelligible rather than sensible forms. It 


5 The orientation of De Anima thus contrasts with the more empirically 
involved Parva Naturalia, a collection of short treatises investigating living 
systems and their features. In those works, Aristotle understands himself to be 
investigating ‘the phenomena common to soul and body’ (De Sensu 436a6-8), 
whereas in De Anima he introduces as matter for investigation ‘whether all 
affections are common to what has the soul or whether there is some affection 
peculiar to the soul itself’ (DA I 1, 403a3-5), ‘This,’ he observes, ‘is necessary to 
grasp, but not easy’ (DA I 1, 40345). 
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is striking how in this progression Aristotle extends his basic 
notions of form and matter in ways which alienate them from 
their elementary characterizations as, roughly, shape and stuff. 


Ill. SOUL AND BODY 
A. SOUL-BODY HYLOMORPHISM 


Aristotle’s approach to soul-body relations has stimulated 
interest—and has occasioned fierce exegetical and philosophical 
debate—since antiquity. Some of the reasons for this interest may 
not redound to Aristotle’s immediate credit: he seems to commit 
himself to a parcel of theses which, while not inconsistent, do not 
sit easily with one another. Thus, for instance, when, after con- 
sidering in detail the views of his predecessors in De Anima I, 
Aristotle turns in De Anima II 1 to a first introduction of his own 
hylomorphism, he famously dismisses as unnecessary the question 
of whether soul and body are one (DA II 1 412b6-9)}though he 
had evidently earlier in the same chapter already asked and 
answered it: they are not (DA II 1, 412a17). Similarly, he con- 
cludes that it is clear that the soul is not separable from the 
body—but then hastens to add that some of its parts may yet 
be, if it is indeed appropriate to say that it has parts at all (DA II 1, 
413a3-7). He eventually, rather surprisingly, closes this same 
introductory chapter by wondering aloud (in a passage which 
has commended itself to emendation because of its evident incon- 
gruence with what has immediately preceded it) whether the soul 
bears the sort of relation to the body which a sailor bears to his 
ship (DA II 1, 413a8-9). This seems an odd concern for the author 
of hylomorphism. If he thinks that he has good grounds for 
denying that the soul is separable from the body, then why should 
he wonder how it might be like a sailor in a ship? Sailors sail ships, 
steer them into port, and then disembark for shore leave. 

More often than not, however, the seeming incongruities in 
Aristotle’s hylomorphism eventually prove not to be inconsisten- 
cies so much as challenges to facile first interpretations of his 
intended meanings. Indeed, the dominant reason Aristotle’s hylo- 
morphism has sparked exegetical controversy stems not from 
any initial unclarity on his part, but from an admirable form of 
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philosophical risk-taking: Aristotle is not content to reject 
Platonic dualism only to embrace an expedient form of reductive 
materialism. On the contrary, he finds all forms of materialism 
articulated up to his own time explanatorily inadequate. His 
hylomorphism is calculated to walk a middle course between 
two extremes. His middle course is inevitably more nuanced 
than the extremes it replaces, which, however extreme they may 
be, nonetheless share a virtue common to all forms 
of uncompromising extremism: easy clarity purchased at the 
expense of some percentage of the phenomena. Thus, for 
instance, the materialists Aristotle considers have an easy time 
with the soul by simply identifying it with this or that element, or 
combination of elements. Heading in the other direction, the 
Platonists, recoiling from these forms of reduction, make the 
soul an immaterial entity, capable of existing beyond the dissol- 
ution of the body. Aristotle sees the virtues and vices of both 
poles; he seeks to craft a theory which embraces their strengths 
while eschewing their weaknesses without lapsing into the muddle 
of blurry compromise. 

This, at any rate, presents the situation as Aristotle seems to 
conceive it. Hylomorphism, as he sees it, is non-reductive but also 
non-Platonic: it is intended to embrace the insights of the materi- 
alists without accepting their view that the soul just is this or that 
element, and to join Plato in contrasting the soul and body, but 
without inferring on that basis that the soul can exist without 
being embodied. 

That leaves Aristotle some room for manoeuvring, though not 
a lot. By straddling a divide separating the least reductive forms 
of materialism and the most modest forms of dualism, Aristotle 
looks to capture the phenomena of living beings in all of 
their varied complexity. He takes it as given—and so accepts as 
explananda—that living things take on nutrition and grow (DA 
434a22-434b18; cf. Part. An. 687a24-690a10; Met. 107§a16-25), 
that animals perceive (De Sensu 436bi10-11), and that human 
beings think (DA 414b18, 429a6—8; cf. Met. 980a21). He accord- 
ingly takes it as his task to explain these activities, rather than to 
explain them away by reducing them to a distinct class of activ- 
ities, such as material processes, or, failing that, by eliminating 
them altogether. At the same time, it is plain, he thinks, that the 
vast majority of these activities are in some sense or other matter- 
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involving. Hence, he seeks also to explain their relation to the 
sorts of elements to which others theorozing before him had 
wanted to reduce them. 

For Aristotle, the middle ground sought is soul-body hylo- 
morphism. As applied to soul and body, hylomorphism is easy 
to state, but difficult to comprehend completely: 


soul : body : : form : matter 


The soul is the form of the body and the body the matter of the 
soul (DA II 1, 412a19-20). Together they yield one living being, 
just as a quantity of bronze and Hermes shape yield exactly one 
bronze statue of Hermes. 

The initial consequences of this view, highlighted by Aristotle 
himself, are reasonably direct. First, he contends, given hylo- 
morphism, the question of whether soul and body are one loses 
some of its force: 


It is not necessary to ask whether soul and body are one, just as it is not 
necessary to ask whether the wax and its shape are one, nor generally 
whether the matter of each thing and that of which it is the matter are 
one. For even if one and being are spoken of in several ways, what is 
properly so spoken of is the actuality (DA II 1, 412b6-9). 


It is easy to suppose, on the basis of this contention, that it is not 
necessary to ask whether the soul and body are one because they 
so obviously are one—or at any rate yield just one thing, one 
living being, just as a cylindrical shape and a quantity of wax yield 
exactly one candle. 

Note, however, that we have already two distinct grounds for 
dismissing as unnecessary questions of soul-body unity. The first 
response has it that they are one; the second has it that they yield 
one entity. The first response, however natural, seems incompat- 
ible with something Aristotle himself very plainly holds, in the 
same chapter of De Anima, that soul and body are not one (DA II 
I, 412a17). So, if it is unnecessary to engage questions about 
soul-body unity, it cannot be for that reason. Perhaps, then, 
Aristotle’s first main corollary of hylomorphism is rather that 
one need not ask whether soul and body are one because accord- 
ing to his theory soul and body come together to make just one 
entity, in the case of human beings, then, just one rational animal. 
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This may be closer to his conception, but it does not yet seem 
terribly persuasive. In particular, a Platonist who had decided 
that soul and body were not identical might then well ask whether 
soul and body have the same diachronic identity conditions, and 
whether, more to the point, the soul is such that it depends 
upon the body for its own existence. In point of fact, this is just 
what Plato did ask in the Phaedo; and he concluded, for better 
or worse, that souls were indeed capable of existing without 
the bodies which, in his view, were best regarded as prisons 
serving as temporary earthly holding cells for souls striving to 
escape them. If that strikes Aristotle as fanciful or foolish, then 
it bears noting that it is rendered at least possible by the 
conclusion that soul and body are not identical, a conclusion 
he himself evidently embraces. The question then returns to 
Aristotle: why is it unnecessary to ask whether soul and body 
are one? 

One approach to this question highlights the second main 
consequence of Aristotle’s hylomorphism, that the soul is not 
separable from the body. After considering its general defining 
features, Aristotle concludes that there is no unclarity as to 
whether the soul is separable from the body. It is not: ‘that the 
soul is not separable from the body, or some parts of it if it 
naturally has parts, is not unclear’ (DA II 1, 413a3-5). The idea 
here is that insofar as it is a form, the soul is unexceptionable in 
comparison with other forms. Granted, the form of a bronze 
statue is not identical with the quantity of bronze it enforms: the 
bronze can exist without the form, when the bronze is reshaped, 
and less obviously, the form can exist without just that quantity of 
bronze, when a bit is chipped off and then refurbished in a 
restoration. Still, none of this gives us any reason to suppose 
that when a statue is destroyed its form carries on. On the con- 
trary, there seems to be every reason to believe that when a statue 
is melted down and recast into a cannon, the form of that par- 
ticular statue has simply ceased to be. So, unless we are prepared 
to treat forms in general as capable of existing without their 
material bases, we should not be inclined to treat souls as excep- 
tional cases. Hylomorphism, by itself, then gives us no reason to 
treat souls as separable from bodies, even if we think of them as 
distinct from their material bases. 
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This way of looking at the matter connects the two immediate 
inferences Aristotle draws from soul-body hylomorphism in a 
satisfying way. The reason that it is unnecessary to ask whether 
soul and body are one is not that they so obviously are (or are not) 
one. It is, rather, that many, including Plato, have been inclined 
to ask this question because of a prior interest in the possibility 
of post mortem existence for human souls. As non-reductive, 
hylomorphism may seem to open the door to that possibility; 
in suggesting that souls, like other forms, are dependent upon 
matter for their existence, Aristotle goes some way towards 
reclosing it. 

Still, he does not slam the door. Instead, he hedges his conclu- 
sion about inseparability considerably. Immediately after con- 
cluding that soul and body are not separable, Aristotle appends 
a rider: 


Therefore, that the soul is not separable from the body, or some parts 
of it if it naturally has parts, is not unclear. For the actuality of some 
parts belongs to the parts themselves. Even so, nothing hinders some 
parts from being separable, because of their not being the actualities of 
any body (DA II 1, 413a3-7). 


Although characteristically compressed, the argument here seeks 
to reserve the possibility of separability for some parts of the soul 
even while denying it to the soul as a whole. In so doing, it draws 
upon another technical feature of hylomorphism, the contention 
that a form is the actuality (entelecheia) of its matter, that the 
presence of the form makes some matter actually some determin- 
ate thing or other. A lump of bronze, considered in itself is 
potentially a statue of the Duke of Wellington; but it is equally, 
again considered in itself, a statue of Napoleon. It is the pres- 
ence of the shape, of the Duke of Wellington or of Napoleon, 
which makes the matter actually a statue of the one rather than 
the other. 

Now, Aristotle suggests, it may yet be possible that some part 
of the soul is not the actuality of any part of the body. Although 
he does not say so here, he is thinking of reason (nous).® 


é On reason, see IV. C below. 
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B. A PROBLEM ABOUT SOUL-BODY HYLOMORPHISM 


When advancing this argument for the inseparability of soul, 
Aristotle makes it a sufficient condition of x’s inseparability 
from y that x is the actuality of y; and he further suggests, non- 
equivalently, that if x is not the actuality of y, or any part of y, 
then x is separable from y. The question of the degree to 
which these theses are cogent turns, of course, upon the nature 
of actualities and the conceptual or metaphysical connections 
Aristotle envisages between the notions of actuality and separabil- 
ity. That said, it is important to appreciate in the present context 
that in making the soul the actuality of the body, Aristotle relies 
upon a deeply entrenched principle of hylomorphic explanation 
while simultaneously opening himself to an unhappy problem 
about the very coherence of his preferred approach. 

This problem can be most readily appreciated by focusing on a 
simple illustration of hylomorphic explanation and by registering 
a difficulty about extending the same explanation to soul and 
body. When we focus on a statue of Hermes, we find, according 
to Aristotle’s hylomorphic approach to change and generation, 
that form plays two important and non-equivalent roles. The 
statue changes in quality when, for example, it changes from 
cool to warm as the sun rises at dawn. The statue persists, but 
loses one accidental form while gaining another. Earlier though, 
when first cast, the lump of bronze became a statue. The statue 
came into existence when the bronze gained a substantial form. 
Once in existence, the statue might gain or lose any number of 
accidental forms; but once the bronze loses the statue shape, the 
statue ceases to be. Nonetheless, the bronze carries on: though it 
was the matter of the generation of the statue, the bronze was 
never essentially Hermes-shaped. Indeed, the same quantity of 
bronze can be now Hermes-shaped, now a distinct statue by being 
Pericles-shaped, and now not a statue at all but a sundial, by 
being sundial-shaped. 


7 The problem discussed in this section has received a great deal of attention in 
recent years. It was formulated first, and most clearly, by Ackrill (1972-3). For 
an overview of the literature covering the first two decades after Ackrill’s chal- 
lenging article, see Shields (1993). For a more recent discussion which categorizes 
some competing approaches, see Frey (2008). 
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It follows, in these cases at least, that according to the hylo- 
morphic analysis of generation, any underlying matter is only 
contingently enformed by the shape it acquires when a compound 
is generated. Generalizing, then, one might reasonably infer that 
in any instance of generation, the matter comes to be enformed 
only contingently by a given form, because while essential to the 
generated compound, the form is accidental to the underlying 
matter. It turns out, however, that this generalization does not 
obtain in the case of souls and bodies, which Aristotle neverthe- 
less seeks to subject to hylomorphic explanation. Like other living 
bodies, human bodies are not contingently enformed by the souls 
whose matter they are. On the contrary, Aristotle takes pains to 
insist that a body is not a body at all unless it is ensouled. So, 
unlike a quantity of bronze, a body cannot lose its form (= its 
soul) and continue in existence. For this reason, Aristotle’s 
attempt to treat soul-body relations in hylomorphic terms may 
seem ill-advised. 

Or, alternatively, it may seem ill-advised instead for him not 
to subordinate soul-body relations to the hylomorphic frame- 
work by simply allowing that bodies are contingently enformed 
by souls. After all, there is at the very least some linguistic 
oddness in the suggestion that the body is a not a body once 
it is unensouled. This is, however, a point upon which Aristotle 
insists: 


If an eye were an animal, its soul would be sight, since this would be 
the substance of the eye corresponding to the account. The eye is the 
matter of sight; if sight is lost, it is no longer an eye, except homo- 
nymously, in the way that a stone eye or painted eye is. What has been 
said in the case of parts must of course be understood as applying to 
the whole living body. For there is an analogy: as one part is to one 
part, so the whole perceptual faculty is to the whole of the body which 
is capable of perception, insofar as it is capable of perception. The 
body which has lost its soul is not the one which is potentially alive; 
this is rather the one which has a soul (DA II 1, 412b18-26). 


Despite any apparent linguistic oddity, a body which has lost its 
soul, Aristotle contends, is not even potentially a body. We can 
call it a body, if we wish, but we must realize that we do so only in 
the manner in which we are prepared to call an eye in a statue an 
eye: it is not really an eye at all, but something which looks like an 
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eye, in the case of a statue because it is a block of stone made to 
represent an eye by resembling one. 

The crucial claim in all this is that a body which has lost its soul 
is not a body except homonymously. In speaking in this way, 
Aristotle evidently takes himself to be relying on a reasonably 
clear and uncontroversial case in which we call something an F 
(an eye) even though we recognize that it is not really, or not 
genuinely, an F. Our practice of calling a given non-genuine F an 
F, he regards as a homonymous application of the predicate, where 
homonymy is for him another technical term.® In this context, 
though, the immediate purport of its application is twofold. 

First, there is the linguistic oddity already mentioned. It is an 
immediate consequence of Aristotle’s contention that when we 
speak, e.g., of ‘Lenin’s body’ on display in Red Square after his 
death, we are actually speaking of an item which is not numeric- 
ally identical to the item we may have called ‘Lenin’s body,’ 
when, for instance, offering the judgement that ‘Lenin has 
a nice body’ while observing him in the swimming pool. 
A careful Aristotelian may thus be prompted to correct someone 
claiming to have viewed Lenin’s body in Red Square: ‘Well, 
strictly speaking, it was not actually Lenin’s body you saw— 
except homonymously.’ 

Be that as it may, the deeper worry concerns the second purport 
of Aristotle’s appeal to homonymy: according to this claim, the 
only potentially living body is the one which is already enformed 
by a soul, so that, consequently, the only living body is one which 
is necessarily actually alive. If that is so, then there is no pre- 
existing body which is such that it comes to be ensouled (i.e. 
enformed by a soul) in the act of generation. If that is in turn 
correct, then a body is crucially unlike a lump of bronze. The 
role of the bronze in the generation of a statue was precisely to 
pre-exist as unenformed, to persist through the generation by 
acquiring a form, and indeed, to persist, at least possibly, after 
the destruction of the statue. Now Aristotle insists that a 
body is not like that at all. Although bronze is bronze, whether 


8 Aristotle’s appeals to homonymy are varied, in part because he has a range 
of different kinds of non-equivalent conceptions at work in his critical and 
constructive philosophy. For a full treatment of Aristotle on homonymy, see 
Shields (1999). 
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Hermes-shaped or not, and is for this very reason well suited to be 
the matter for the generation of a statue explained in hylomorphic 
terms, a body without its form is not a body at all—except 
homonymously. 

Reflecting on this second purport, we can push the problem to 
a deeper level—to the point where a contradiction looms for 
Aristotle. According to the hylomorphic account of generation, 
matter is only contingently enformed. According to the account 
of De Anima, the body is the matter of the soul, which is its form; 
yet bodies are necessarily, and not contingently, ensouled. So, it 
may appear that bodies, as matter, are both contingently and 
necessarily enformed by the souls whose matter they are. 

In view of this threatening result it is natural to wonder why 
Aristotle wants to insist that the body is only homonymously a 
body; or, looked at from the opposite angle, it becomes natural to 
wonder why, if he thinks a dead body is only homonymously a 
body, Aristotle thinks it appropriate to treat soul-body relations 
in hylomorphic terms. Surely, in either case, his commitment to 
the homonymy of the body is the fly in the ointment. If only he 
would retract that claim, then the hylomorphic approach to soul 
and body could proceed smoothly and generate whatever other 
theoretical advantages that may flow from it. Indeed, one might 
conclude by way of pre-emption that the easiest solution to the 
problem identified would be simply to rescind the judgement 
about the body’s homonymy. That would also then have the 
additional benefit of removing whatever linguistic oddness fol- 
lows upon Aristotle’s claim. 

Such a pre-emptory solution proves inadvisedly expedient. For 
there is in the first instance little hope of any such rescission. 
Moreover, even a brief exploration of Aristotle’s motivation for 
thinking of bodies as necessarily ensouled will reveal something of 
lasting significance about his hylomorphic analysis of soul-body 
relations. 

On the first matter, Aristotle is not at liberty simply to retract 
his claim that dead bodies are only homonymously bodies. For in 
making this judgement, Aristotle relies upon what is for him a 
deeply entrenched metaphysical principle of kind individuation, a 
broad thesis of functional determination, according to which ‘all 
things are defined by their function’ (Meteorologica iv 12, 
390a10-15; cf. Generation of Animals II 1,734b24-31; Politics i 
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2, 1253a 19—25). This thesis states necessary and sufficient condi- 
tions for something’s being a member of some kind F such that all 
and only F things manifest the function characteristic of that 
kind. So, for example, something is a tin opener if and only if it 
can be used to do the things a tin opener can do. No digital 
camera is a tin opener; rather, all and only devices which can be 
used to open tins are tin openers. In the context of De Anima, one 
consequence of this functional determination thesis seems to be 
that nothing incapable of performing the functions associated 
with human bodies—digesting, perceiving, thinking—will qualify 
as actual human bodies. Instead, something which looks like a 
human body but which lacks the ability to perform these func- 
tions will have more in common, in terms of kind membership, 
with a statue of a body than with a living body. This is why 
Aristotle uses the example of a statue’s eye to illustrate the 
homonymy of eye. In any event, in virtue of his commitment to 
a functional determination thesis, Aristotle is not at liberty simply 
to decide that human bodies might exist unensouled: for it is only 
the ensouled human body which is capable of engaging in the 
functions characteristic of life. 

Importantly, there is a second, less obvious reason for coming 
to believe that a body without a soul is only homonymously a 
body, a reason which also and independently helps to commend 
hylomorphism, especially as it is contrasted with Platonism. On 
an easy and elementary approach to soul and body, one might 
well, having observed that dead bodies lack something that living 
humans have, infer that a human being is not just a body, but a 
body together with a soul. We begin with a body, according to 
this train of thought, add to it a soul, and we have in result a living 
human being. Conversely, if we subtract the soul from a living 
being we are left with a body; and by the same token, if we 
subtract a body, we are left with a soul. 

Aristotle’s hylomorphism is unhappy with this easy, fairly 
pervasive way of thinking of the soul and body; his application 
of the homonymy principle entails that we do not begin with a 
body, an element, to which we add a soul, another element, and 
thereby generate a living animal. On the contrary, there is no 
body before there is an ensouled bit of matter. From the perspec- 
tive of hylomorphism this is neither odd nor even linguistically 
jarring: what makes a single body a single body through time is 
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precisely its being a co-ordinated set of physical activities indi- 
viduated by their subordination to a single life. A body sustains 
material replenishment, taking on nutrition and sloughing off 
waste; there is no single quantity of matter which is the body. 
Rather, the body is that diachronic continuant, bounded in space 
and time, which is unified by a single principle whose presence 
makes the body one body and not many discrete processes. This is 
what Aristotle intends when he claims in De Anima that the 
human body is something organic (DA II 1, 412a28—-b1, b6). He 
means that it is an entity in the fashion of an organ or a tool, 
something whose unity derives from the function or end which 
structures it. This end, though, is given by the presence of the soul 
as an organizing principle. Consequently, when there is no soul, 
there is no body—except, again, in the sense in which we may say 
that a statue has an eye, homonymously. 

If the homonymy of the body is thus moored to a deeper 
metaphysical principle, and if this doctrine seems sensitive to 
some striking features regarding diachronic unity, then it is not 
easily or appropriately rescinded. If that is right, however, we are 
left with our looming contradiction. If hylomorphism demands 
that matter is contingently enformed and homonymy demands 
that bodies are necessarily ensouled, then if souls are forms, 
it seems as if bodies are both necessarily and contingently 
enformed. That is the problem with which we began. 

There remains open, however, another direction of resolution. 
Perhaps Aristotle can yet say that there is a body which is neces- 
sarily actually ensouled, that body which we have identified 
as the diachronic continuant which is the human body, and 
another body, at a lower level, so to speak, which is only contin- 
gently enformed. In this vein, it is worth reflecting that Aristotle 
regularly distinguishes between the proximate and non-proximate 
matter of a compound of form and matter (Met. A 6, 1016a19-24; 
H 4, 1044a15-25; © 7, 1049a24-7). Non-proximate matter is the 
matter which underlies the matter used in the generation of some 
compound; and it would be true but misleading in the extreme to 
cite the non-proximate matter in an account of hylomorphic 
generation. If your house is made of bricks and mortar, then it 
is in one sense true, but surely misleading, to say that you live ina 
house made of mud. Between its being mud and its being 
the matter of your house, the earth and water were formed and 
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fired into brick. So, the proximate matter of your house is brick 
and the non-proximate matter is mud. Similarly, on this model, 
the proximate matter of the human being is a body, an organic 
body, even though we may also speak of matter below the level of 
the organic body, the non-proximate matter. If only the body as 
proximate matter is necessarily enformed, then there may yet be 
some non-proximate matter underlying the generation of a living 
being which remains only contingently enformed. 

Now, this much may already seem to postulate one body too 
many; and it may seem thus an offence to parsimony. Or it may 
seem plainly at odds with entrenched linguistic habit or common 
sense. While these and other like charges merit investigation, note 
that such investigation already cedes a crucial point to Aristotle’s 
side, that hylomorphism and homonymy do not jointly generate 
any direct contradiction. On the contrary, a wedding of hylo- 
morphism and homonymy in the domain of living beings yields 
an immediately attractive result regarding the diachronic indi- 
viduation of living bodies. Aristotle assumes, quite rightly, that 
living bodies are non-conventional diachronic unities; and he 
further demands, consequently and again rightly, an account of 
souls and bodies capable of explaining this fact. When hylo- 
morphism attempts such an explanation, it does so without laps- 
ing into any immediate contradiction or conceptual confusion. 
This may, however, seem modest praise for the theory. That is, 
though, to misconstrue the current dialectical position. This 
response is not intended to assess the ultimate tenability of hylo- 
morphism, but rather to open the door to such assessment by 
absolving the theory of an initially well-reasoned allegation of 
incoherence. The theory’s ultimate appraisal will rest, as in the 
case of its competitors, on its final explanatory power. 


IV. THE FACULTIES OF THE SOUL 


It is sometimes contended, misleadingly, that the Aristotelian 
soul is a ‘set of capacities’. This is misleading, first, because the 


? Barnes (1971-2), Sorabji (1974). For one difficulty with proceeding in this 
way, see Hamlyn (1993: 96): ‘it is difficult to see how the soul, if it is a set of 
dispositions, could be more than a necessary condition of the actual functioning 
of the body’. 
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Aristotelian soul is not a set, and more importantly, second, 
because it is not an aggregative entity at all (414b28-32, 
432a22-b6). That said, this sort of judgement does reflect Aris- 
totle’s dominant preoccupation in the positive books of De 
Anima: he is more concerned with characterizing in detail the 
soul’s faculties, or capacities,!° than articulating and defending 
soul-body hylomorphism in the abstract. There is, however, some 
difficulty in determining precisely how many faculties he recog- 
nizes. Initially, he lists only four: (i) the nutritive faculty, the 
broadest of all faculties, which belongs to all (mortal) living 
beings;'! (ii) perception (aisthésis), which receives the lion’s 
share of attention, its treatment requiring roughly one-third of 
the entire De Anima; (ili) reason (nous), whose ultimate status has 
been fiercely disputed through the ages; and (iv) locomotion, 
which does not command as much interest as the other three 
capacities (413a20—-4, b16-23, 414a29-31). Aristotle eventually 
also introduces both imagination (phantasia, sometimes rendered 
as appearance) and desire (orektikon) as capacities, the latter in 
connection with his characterization of locomotion in animals. He 
does not strive to offer an intrinsic characterization of either. 


10 Depending upon how we happen to be using the terms ‘capacity’ or ‘faculty’ 
we might or might not be tempted to use them interchangeably: in some contexts, 
this seems unobjectionable, in others tendentious and problematic. In the latter 
case, one might, for instance, suppose that a dog has a capacity to bite without 
wishing to ascribe to him a biting faculty. This is so, however, only when a faculty 
is understood to cut more deeply than a mere ability, where a faculty is, rather, 
something like a deeply explanatory power, as it is, e.g., in Locke, when he says 
that ‘The Understanding and Will, are two Faculties of the Mind’ (Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding I1.xix.117). In general, Aristotle’s Greek 
uses a single word with the suffix ‘-ikon’ (e.g. aisthétikon) to mark powers and 
abilities and capacities indifferently (so, e.g., the power to perceive, an ability to 
perceive, or the perceptual faculty). Often it is clear what Aristotle intends. Still, 
it is sometimes controversial as to. whether he means something deep and struc- 
tural or rather something relatively superficial when using words thus suffixed. In 
these contexts, there is no neutral or uncontroversial way to render his Greek. In 
what follows, I presume that Aristotle is asking questions and making claims 
about the soul’s faculties, understood as fundamental, explanatorily deep, or 
structural features of the soul, in line with Locke’s diction in English. See Shields 
(2015) for a discussion of the terminology of ‘powers’, ‘capacities’, ‘dispositions’ , 
‘potentialities’, and ‘faculties’. Needless to say, we should not expect regimented 
consistency or even crisp delineations in their applications. 

The qualifier ‘mortal’ is required because Aristotle suggests that among 
divine beings, reason can exist without the lower faculties (DA 413a3 1-2; cf. Met. 
1073823-44). 
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The plan of the non-critical chapters of De Anima tracks this list 
of capacities in an orderly fashion, though with digressions and 
polemics punctuating the flow throughout. Aristotle first considers 
the nutritive faculty, including the capacities for growth, decay, and 
reproduction, in De Anima II 4; perception in De Anima II 5-III 2, 
with general accounts of the entire faculty being advanced in II 5 and 
then again in II 12, between which chapters Aristotle takes up each 
of the five senses individually; imagination only briefly in De Anima 
III 3; reason in De Anima III 4-8; and desire in De Anima III 9-11, 
which focuses especially on the aetiology of action.!? 


A. THE NUTRITIVE SOUL 


Aristotle’s interest in nutrition and the nutritive soul derives in 
general from his pervasive interest in biological explanation, but 
more locally in De Anima from his contention that every living 
thing, every ensouled compound, has at least the nutritive cap- 
acity. This capacity is ‘the first and most common capacity of 
soul, in virtue of which life belongs to all living things’ (DA II 4, 
415a24-5). Although his reason for believing this is likely to be in 
some measure observationally based, it is also to some degree 
theoretically driven. While it may seem initially odd to suppose 
that a psychology should study nutrition, which might seem to lie 
exclusively within the ambit of the empirical biologist or physi- 
ologist, Aristotle notes that notions of eating and nutrition are in 
their very natures implicated in the process of living. Bare absorp- 
tion is not eating, since a napkin absorbs spilt wine without 
drinking it; so, eating, and taking on nutrition generally, must 
evidently involve the absorption for a purpose, a purpose involv- 
ing the ends of some living system or other. Further, every living 
creature comes into being, matures, declines, and dies. Without 
a faculty for nutrition, all this would be impossible (DA III 12, 
434a22-434b18; cf. Part. An. 687a24-690a10; Met. 1075a16-25). 


12 Because Aristotle is primarily concerned with offering detailed positive 
characterizations of only the three dominant faculties of soul, we will introduce 
only the nutritive, perceptional, and rational souls here, leaving the presentations 
of imagination and locomotion to the introductions of the individual chapters 
where his discussions of them occur. 
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So, Aristotle concludes, psychology, whose scope of inquiry 
ranges over all living beings, must study the nutritive faculty. 

Part of the theoretical motivation for treating nutrition as a 
distinctively life-implicating process can be seen more readily in 
De Generatione et Corruptione than in De Anima, where, how- 
ever, the same basic framework seems in place. We say that some 
things get bigger, observes Aristotle, but that other things grow. 
A pile of leaves gets bigger as more leaves are added to it, as does 
a building as bricks are successively set into place. If we rake two 
piles of leaves into one another, there may be no ready fact of the 
matter as to which one, if either, became bigger in the process. By 
contrast, when a girl eats an omelette, there is no tendency to 
suppose that it is arbitrary as to whether it is the omelette or the 
girl that has got bigger. It is the girl. She in fact has grown, 
because the matter of the omelette has been subordinated to her 
life directionality. As Aristotle says in this connection: ‘The sub- 
stance of the one remains unchanged, but the substance of the 
other (viz. the food) does not’ (Gen. et Corr. 321a32-3). 

This observation holds significance for Aristotle’s account of 
the soul in De Anima insofar as it challenges a certain unsophis- 
ticated form of materialism which seeks to explain all change, 
including all growth, in terms of the traits and tendencies of the 
simple material elements. A living system exhibits not just 
change, but constrained and patterned growth, which is, Aristotle 
argues, change towards some definite goal, a goal whose attain- 
ment constitutes maturity for an organism. In this way, then, 
nutrition and the nutritive soul already implicate the psychologist 
in an appeal to final causation: limited and patterned growth, the 
kind of change characteristic of living systems, proceeds with 
reference to an end against which judgements of success or failure 
are appropriately made. Whereas a pile of leaves neither matures 
nor flourishes when made bigger, a lion cub grows in accordance 
with a discernible, structured directionality and for this reason 
can already be judged to be flourishing or failing in its own right. 

This is why in De Anima Aristotle adopts a critical attitude 
towards Empedocles’ explanation of growth, which is given in 
wholly materialistic terms: 


Empedocles was not right when he added that growth occurs for 
plants downward, when they take root, because earth is naturally 
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borne in this direction, and upward growth occurs because fire moves 
in a like manner. Nor even does he understand up and down rightly. 
For up and down are not the same for all things as for the universe; 
rather, as the head is in animals, so the roots are in plants, if it is 
because of their functions that one ought to say that organs are the 
same or different. Moreover, what is it that holds fire and earth 
together, even though they are borne in opposite directions? For 
they will be torn apart if there is nothing which hinders them. If 
there is something, however, this will be the soul—the cause of 
growing and being nourished (DA II 4, 415b27-a9). 


So, Aristotle concludes, life is as such end-directed, and the 
nutritive soul provides an explanatorily ineliminable factor in 
capturing and explicating its directionality. 


B. PERCEPTION 


Aristotle’s account of perception involves him in the second of his 
three most central appeals to hylomorphic explanation in De 
Anima, the first having occurred in his general explication of 
soul-body relations. As happened with the first appeal, and as 
will happen again with the third, his analysis of thinking or 
reasoning (noésis), Aristotle’s invocation of hylomorphism in 
explaining perception proves both promising and vexing. 

We begin with a simple example of change analysed hylomor- 
phically. A grey fence is altered when it is painted white. The fence 
loses one form, the form whiteness, only to gain another, the 
form greyness. The basic model of change is given, then, in terms 
of form receptivity. Even so, the material side of the transaction 
places constraints on the feasible varieties of form receptivity: 
although a fence can be made to be grey, because it has a 
surface, it cannot be made to be morose or to be reprogrammed: 
a fence is, categorially speaking, not the right sort of subject to 
receive the forms requisite for these kinds of changes. Socrates 
might become morose, and an Apple computer might be repro- 
grammed to enhance its processing speed; and in each case, the 
subject of change has, in virtue of being the kind of entity it is, 
the capacity to receive the form and so to undergo the change in 
question. 


xxxii 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


Perception adheres in broad outline to this basic model: 
‘perception comes about with an organ’s being changed and 
affected... for it seems to be a kind of alteration’ (DA II 5, 
416b33-4).'? So, as with alteration generally, perception occurs 
when two reciprocally suited agents interact. When something 
capable of being affected by a sensible form is so affected, it alters 
and perception occurs. Again, though, the requisite alteration will 
take place only if the entities related in perception are appropri- 
ately suited to one another. An odour, for example, may affect 
something not capable of perceiving without perception occur- 
ring. A man in a smoke-filled tavern will smell smoke, though 
his wool jacket will be affected by the same smoke without 
perceiving it. A man, and not a jacket, has the capacity to 
perceive. It seems that the origin of the odour, the cigarette 
smoke, is the same in both cases of alteration. The alteration 
which qualifies as an instance of perception, or which eventuates 
in an instance of perception, is the one which occurs in the 
suitably structured patient. 

Aristotle’s contention about material suitability may sound 
initially trivial or even banal: whatever becomes actually F must 
already be possibly F. He intends something more, however, 
because a possibility is not yet a potentiality. That is, Aristotle 
insists that specific forms of change require the existence of 
suitable capacities in the changing subjects, where a bona fide 
potentiality requires the existence of a capacity understood as a 
structured ability and not a mere possibility. We might say, in a 
flight of fancy, that a sponge could come to be sad, because we 
might well imagine a cartoon sponge to speak and sing and dance. 


13 Some care is required here, however, since Aristotle distinguishes two 
grades of actuality in perception, and insists that the transition from first to 
second actuality is either not an instance of alteration or is a sort of alteration 
different from the sort which proceeds in accordance with the standard model, 
where one contrary (e.g. the white of a fence) is destroyed by another (the grey). 
See notes to 417430 and 417b2. His point is more readily illustrated in the case of 
thought: there is a transition from thinking that p but not doing so occurrently to 
actually thinking that p at a given time, though there is no destruction of one 
contrary or another in the process. Thus, for instance, if asked, I will tell you that, 
yes, I think that the earth revolves around the sun, though I would not otherwise 
have been occurrently entertaining that thought; nothing seems destroyed when 
I move from not entertaining it to entertaining it. See also IV C below, on reason, 
for further discussion of this point. 
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If we allow for the moment that imaginability entails possibility, 
then we will also allow that it is possible for sponges to do these 
things; but we should not look upon the sponges in the sea as 
having such capacities. This is what Aristotle means to convey 
when he claims: ‘the perceptual faculty is in potentiality such as 
the object of perception already is in actuality’ (DA 418a3-4). 
Form reception results in perception only when it occurs in a 
living being endowed with the capacity of perception (aisthésis). 

So, in instances of perception, as in alteration generally, a thing 
capable of being affected is enformed by the object which affects 
it. Alteration, then, says Aristotle, consists in the affected things 
‘becoming like’ the agent which affects it (DA 418a3-6, 
424a17-21). Taken together, then, Aristotle’s hylomorphic ana- 
lysis of perception in terms of form reception has the following 
components. 


A perceiving subject S perceives some sensible object o if and only if: 
(i) S has the capacity C requisite for receiving o’s sensible form F; (ii) o 
acts upon C by enforming it; and (iii) C becomes isomorphic with 0’s 
sensible form by becoming itself F. 


Note that in English, as in Greek, we may speak more or less 
narrowly about an ‘object of perception’ (an aisthéton). That is, 
we may speak of ‘smelling smoke’ or, more narrowly, of ‘smelling 
an odour of smoke’. In the broad sense, we may speak indiffer- 
ently of smelling or seeing smoke; though, in the narrow and 
stricter sense, we would not, and could not, speak of seeing an 
odour of smoke or of smelling the whiteness of smoke. Aristotle 
sometimes speaks of objects of perception broadly and sometimes 
narrowly, just as we do (418a25, 424a29-b31, 426a23, 431b21-3, 
432a3-6). The schema provided employs the broad sense. 
Although providing the general structure of Aristotle’s theory 
of perception, this schema by itself does little to explicate the 
details of the theory, which in some cases prove both intricate 
and elusive. Fairly clearly, any eventual appraisal of Aristotle’s 
theory will be coloured by the explications of each of these 
clauses. The first (i) is intended to capture the capacities, both 
purely passive and active, required for perception to occur in 
humans and other animals. The second (ii) makes plain that an 
object of sense enforms a sensory capacity, but does not begin to 
explain how this transpires. Thus, for example, one will want to 
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know whether the bare presence of a sensible object to a func- 
tioning sensory capacity is, in Aristotle’s view, sufficient for en- 
forming, and if so, whether that much is sufficient for perception. 

This last query in effect invites an explication of (iii), the third 
and most controversial clause in Aristotle’s analysis. Controversy 
surrounding this clause derives from the fact that it is not at all 
clear what is meant by Aristotle’s contention that the sensory 
faculty is ‘made like’ its objects in perception; how Aristotle’s 
hylomorphic analysis treats perception as a straightforward 
instance of alteration; or even why Aristotle thinks perception 
should be modelled in hylomorphic terms in the first place. After 
all, if we focus on a base case, we can agree that a white fence 
painted grey is made like the grey paint by being made to exem- 
plify the colour grey: the fence becomes grey. Is it Aristotle’s 
contention, then, that the sense organs are made like the objects 
of perception by being made to exemplify the sensible forms 
exemplified by those objects? This seems to be precisely what an 
unblinking application of the hylomorphic analysis of alteration 
recommends; on this approach, hylomorphism subordinates all 
instances of alteration to the base-case approach. This is, import- 
antly, just what one school of interpretation of Aristotle theory of 
perception contends. Their approach we may call literalism.'* 

Literalism has some obvious advantages. Clause (iii) of our 
schema requires that the sensory faculty become somehow like 
the sensible forms of objects. According to literalism, the likeness 
in question is sameness: since shared property exemplification is 
the limiting case of isomorphism, it is easy to discern how, on this 
approach, (iii) is to be unpacked. When he says that a sensory 
faculty is made like its objects in perception, Aristotle means just 
that and nothing more or less. If it sounds crude to say that an 
instance of perceiving red occurs just because a red object paints 
my retina red, then that is only because Aristotle’s theory is crude 
and obviously now empirically outmoded. 

There are, however, some obvious difficulties pertaining to 
literalism as an interpretation of Aristotle’s account of perception 
(aisthésis). The first concerns the question of whether he can 


14 Titeralism found its original proponent in Sorabji (1974). Everson (1999) 
offers the most detailed discussion given in literalist terms. For a comprehensive 
overview of the development of the debate, see Caston (2005). 


XXXV 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


actually be thought to believe, as a straightforwardly empirical 
matter, that my eyes become red and green and brown and orange 
and black when I stand before The Fall of the Rebel Angels by 
Pieter Bruegel the Elder. When I see this painting, do the shapes 
as well as the colours become exemplified by my eyes? Do my 
retinas become demon-shaped? Moving to other sensory modal- 
ities, it seems difficult to know precisely how my aural faculty 
comes to exemplify the sound of Jussi Björling singing Ombra mai 
fuor of a locomotive pulling a train out of Paddington Station. In 
general, it seems hard to understand how, given (i)—the claim 
that the sensory faculty must be of an appropriate sort to be 
affected—the being affected in question can amount to shared 
property exemplification. 

Moreover, it is difficult to appreciate why on this approach, (i)— 
(iii) do not have additional immediately awkward results. For, if 
we adopt literalism, (i)-(iii) jointly seem to require that every 
instance of property exemplification induced by a sensible object 
in a being capable of perceiving accrues in an actual instance of 
perception. This would not seem to be the case, however. On the 
contrary, my flesh can become heated without my perceiving 
heat. Similarly, a potential perceiver can be in the presence of 
all manner of perceptibles without perceiving all of them, or 
indeed any of them. In these ways, (iii) interpreted literally has 
some uncomfortable results. If the response is that something 
more than shared property exemplification is necessary for per- 
ception, then a question emerges as to what extra condition or 
conditions might be added to (i)-(iii) by the literalist so that 
Aristotle will have an account which is at least schematically 
correct. 

Finally, literalists have a tendency to speak as if it is the sensory 
organ which is made to exemplify the sensible form of an object of 
perception,!° and we have so far been following them in that 
practice. Properly speaking, however, Aristotle is keen to distin- 
guish the faculty of perception (the aisthétikon) from the organ of 
perception (the aisthétérion) and to suggest that the capacity or 
potential (dunamis) for perceiving, while in the organ, is nonethe- 
less distinct from it. One way it is distinct, according to Aristotle, 


15 Sorabji (1974: 49 n.22) and (1992). 
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is that neither the perceptual faculty nor perception itself is a 
magnitude (megethos), while the sensory organ is. Thus, he says: 


The primary sense organ is that in which this sort of potentiality 
resides. The sense organ and this potentiality are, then, the same, 
though their being is different. For what does the perceiving is a 
certain magnitude; nevertheless the perceptual faculty is not; nor is 
perception a magnitude, but is rather a certain principle (logos) and a 
potentiality of that thing (DA 423a24-8). 


According to this way of looking at the matter, perception cannot 
be identical with an organ exemplifying a property at a given 
time; for the one is a magnitude and the other is not. Conse- 
quently, a literalist interpretation of perception strains against 
various commitments Aristotle seems disposed to accept. 

That said, there is no reason to conclude that literalism 
must be incorrect, or that it crucially misunderstands the kind 
of isomorphism captured in (iii). On the contrary, literalism, 
whatever its exegetical or philosophical drawbacks, has one 
clear advantage over some of its rivals: it explains in a plain 
and unflinching way what Aristotle means when he says that in 
perception what perceives becomes like the object of perception. 
Shared property exemplification is likeness par excellence. 

This easy explication of isomorphism is significant in part 
because the second main approach to Aristotle’s theory of per- 
ception, the intentionalism owing in modern times to the phil- 
osopher and Aristotelian commentator Franz Brentano, has a 
much less direct story to tell.!° The intentionalist denies that 
there is good textual or philosophical reason for supposing that 
the kind of isomorphism relevant to (iii) in Aristotle’s theory of 
perception is sameness of property exemplification. Rather, 
relying on the thought that perception is not even a magnitude, 
while the body exemplifying a sensible form surely is, the 
intentionalist concludes that the isomorphism in question some- 
how merely involves representation or encoding in the percep- 
tual faculty. The idea here is akin to the way in which the binary 
language of a computer digitally encodes information across a 
variety of media. Just as a compact disc encodes without exem- 
plifying the sounds of Mahler’s Second Symphony in C Minor, 


16 Brentano (1867). 
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so the sense faculty encodes without exemplifying the sensible 
forms of the object of perception. Similarly, just as there is an 
isomorphism between the disc, a score, and a performance 
across a variety of media, so too is there an isomorphism 
involved in perception. Thus, isomorphism is not shared prop- 
erty exemplification but rather some manner of sameness in 
structure. This, says the intentionalist, is what Aristotle intends 
when he says that perception is a certain kind of Jogos, a prin- 
ciple, or structure, or form (DA 424b27-8). 

The intentionalist approach has much to be said on its behalf, 
beginning with its ability to avoid the untoward consequences of 
literalism. Still, no one should rush to conclude that intentional- 
ism is clearly to be preferred as an interpretation of Aristotle’s 
theory of perception. To begin, one can pose to the intentionalist 
a question which made difficulties for the literalist and to no 
immediately better effect: is intentional encoding sufficient for 
perception? If so, why does a compact disc not perceive? Presum- 
ably, the intentionalist will respond that in the schema adopted, 
(ii) requires that the object of perception cause the perceptual 
faculty to encode the sensible form. That does little, however, to 
explain why, e.g., the air, the medium through which the sensible 
quality evidently moves, does not perceive. The intentionalist can 
then, rightly, point out that (i) requires that there be a capacity of 
the right sort caused to encode the form. Perhaps now, however, 
the intentionalist merely postpones the question of why some 
things are suited to perceive and other things are not. An unhappy 
answer, if intended as a complete answer, would be that percep- 
tual faculties are so structured that they encode perceptible forms 
in a perceptual sort of way. If this is the best intentionalism has to 
offer, then, things will turn out as they did in the case of literalism. 
At this juncture intentionalism may fairly be criticized for intro- 
ducing a promising approach to isomorphism only to leave unex- 
plained (at best) some central features of perception. 

It should be clear, however, that whether pursuing a literalist or 
an intentionalist approach to Aristotelian perception, the crucial 
issue to be investigated pertains to the question of how the notion 
of form reception is to be understood against the background 
of Aristotle’s broader hylomorphism. If perceptual alteration 
is understood to be simply an instance of hylomorphic alteration, 
then literalism captures the purport of the theory. If, however, 
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form reception in perception introduces complexities to the 
general hylomorphic approach to alteration, then perception is 
not merely an instance of hylomorphism, but an extension of 
that doctrine into a new and more complex domain, well beyond 
its comfortable base-case application. In either case, Aristotle’s 
application of hylomorphic explanation is hardly direct or 
unproblematic. Just as transpired in the case of soul-body rela- 
tions, an application of hylomorphism to perception offers a 
rich framework of explanation even while taxing that frame- 
work’s resources. 


C. REASON 


Aristotle’s final appeal to hylomorphism in De Anima is also his 
most attenuated. He extends the model of form receptivity famil- 
iar from perception to reasoning (or thinking, noésis), though the 
forms received are no longer perceptible (aisthéta) but rather 
thinkable or intelligible (noéta). Reason (nous, often rendered 
as mind or intellect) is ‘the part of the soul by which it knows 
and understands’ (DA III 4, 429a9-10; cf. III 4, 428a5; III 9, 
432b26; III 12, 434b3). Like the other faculties of soul, reason 
is thus understood at least initially in broadly functional terms. 
However, as Aristotle signals early on in De Anima, reason 
seems somehow more substance-like than the other faculties of 
soul, perhaps because it is also less obviously dependent upon 
the body than they are. He says, for instance, ‘Reason would 
seem to come about in us being a certain substance and not to 
be destroyed’ (DA 408b18-19). When he turns to his own 
positive account of reason in De Anima III 4-6, Aristotle 
does seek to differentiate it from the other faculties of soul on 
the grounds that it is unmixed with the body and that it lacks a 
bodily organ, whereas the others are so mixed because they 
cannot function without being realized in organs (DA III 4, 
429a24-7). Nothing digests or perceives without being bodily; 
evidently thinking in Aristotle’s view lacks such corporeal 
entanglements. 

Even so, the general model of form receptivity deployed in the 
analysis of perception re-emerges in Aristotle’s account of 
thought. Indeed, Aristotle draws the parallel overtly: ‘To be 
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sure, if reasoning is like perceiving, it would consist in being 
somehow affected by the object of reason or in something else 
of this sort’ (DA III 4, 429a13-15). He evidently endorses the 
antecedent, because he goes on to derive conclusions from the 
consequent. So, the same general schema obtains, given now, 
though, in terms of intelligible forms: 


A subject S thinks some intelligible object o if and only if: (i) S has the 
capacity C requisite for receiving o’s intelligible form F; (ii) o acts 
upon C by enforming it; and (iii) C becomes isomorphic with o’s 
intelligible form in being itself F. 


Note in this case, however, that in neither English nor Greek does 
the phrase ‘object of reason’ (or, thought; noéton) enjoy the easy 
movement between the broad and narrow senses that occur in the 
case of ‘object of perception’ (aisthéton) (the difference between 
smelling a cigar and smelling the odour of a cigar respectively). 
Still, if we come around to the view that, e.g., a species has an 
intelligible form, but is not identical with that form, then we will 
be in a position to draw an analogous sort of distinction, albeit 
less naturally, between thinking of the species tiger (=broad 
object of thought) and thinking of the form, being a tiger, realized 
by all and only tigers (=narrow object of thought, the intelligible 
form properly construed). Once again, the schema presented 
relies on objects broadly construed, though it can be translated 
without loss of meaning into the terms of the narrow conception 
where greater precision is wanted. 

In any case, Aristotle’s approach to thinking parallels his 
approach to perception in invoking form receptivity as its crucial 
explanatory factor. In the case of thinking, however, he makes 
plain that form reception does not involve property exemplifica- 
tion (a fact which, arguing back from the analogy adumbrated 
seems to have consequences for the theory of perception as well). 
When one thinks of a stone, says Aristotle, ‘It is not the stone 
which is in the soul, but its form’ (DA III 8, 431b29-432a1; III 4, 
429a27). This seems obvious enough. If the intelligible form of the 
stone is understood as the form of being a stone, then a human can 
hardly come to exemplify it, since only a stone exemplifies the 
form of being a stone and no human is a stone. It follows then, 
again on the assumption that the intelligible form of an object of 
reason is simply that object’s essential form, that the form must 
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be received not by way of a thinker’s coming to exemplify that 
form, but rather by somehow encoding it. 

Indeed, as it turns out, Aristotle’s conception of nous precludes 
him from saying that reason could exemplify the form of any 
material entity: reason, he says, ‘is not mixed with the body’ (DA 
III 4, 429a24-5). Although both the precise meaning and motiv- 
ation for this claim are subject to interpretive controversy, one 
consequence, according to Aristotle, is evidently that reason can- 
not have an organ, and is in this way expressly disanalogous from 
perception (DA III 4, 429a25-7). Having no organ, reason cannot 
be held to exemplify the sorts of forms the sense organs realize, 
such as themselves being hot or cold. So, the isomorphism at 
work in (iii) clearly cannot be shared property exemplification. 
Accordingly, Aristotle is reasonably understood as holding that S 
thinks some object of reason o whenever S’s mind is made like 
that object by coming to represent its defining or structural 
features. 

Strikingly, however, now the first clause (i), that a thinking 
subject must have a capacity for receiving an intelligible form, a 
clause which seemed almost analytic as regards perception, 
begins to generate difficulties for Aristotle. For in the case of 
perception, Aristotle had maintained that the faculty has its 
primary residence in the sensory organ, even though the organ 
and the faculty need to be distinguished. By contrast, in the case 
of thought, as we have seen, no organ is available. So what is the 
capacity of thought which is made to be isomorphic with the 
objects of thought in thinking? It is not something residing in an 
organ; nor is it anything mixed with the body. Indeed, remark- 
ably, at least before becoming active, reason is actually nothing at 
all. More precisely, as Aristotle says, reason ‘is in actuality none 
of the things which are before it reasons’ (DA III 4, 429a24). His 
motivations for arriving at this conclusion are not always trans- 
parent, but surely involve centrally his commitment to the plasti- 
city of thought, the thesis that reason is unrestricted with respect 
to its range of objects. If reason is to be capable of thinking all 
potential objects of thought, as Aristotle contends that it is, then it 
cannot be anything in actuality before thinking (DA III 4, 
429a18-22). 

However this argument is ultimately to be understood, it now 
seems plain that in advancing it Aristotle simultaneously invokes 
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and threatens the applicability of the hylomorphic analysis of 
change to thinking. On the standard model, alteration occurs 
when something capable of being affected comes to be affected 
by a form ofa specified sort. Thus, some wood comes to be cut and 
assembled into a table, and then the surface of the table comes to 
be varnished. Obviously, even necessarily it is tempting to say, 
something pre-exists and is such as to be altered in the relevant 
way. Indeed, (i) enshrines just this thought. If we now learn that 
reason is in actuality nothing before it thinks, it strains compre- 
hension to understand how it is altered or affected in coming to 
think. Again, put the other way around, if reason is unaffected and 
does not even exist in actuality before it is actively thinking, then it 
seems difficult to see why the hylomorphic model of change should 
be supposed a natural framework for explicating this activity. 
Even so, whatever inherent difficulties there may be involved in 
Aristotle’s appeals to hylomorphism in explicating thinking, it 
remains open to him to extend and develop that explanatory 
framework even as it is being invoked. To some extent, this 
seems to be Aristotle’s actual practice in De Anima. It should be 
noted in this connection that hylomorphic change is not under- 
stood by Aristotle in a unidimensional way. He distinguishes 
between what we may call the base case of alteration, when one 
contrary property is destroyed and replaced by another in the 
course of a change, as when a grey fence is painted white, and 
another sort in which no destruction occurs. If a native English 
speaker learns German, then we say that she knows German. 
While in Great Britain, she rarely uses that knowledge, though 
when she visits Germany, she uses it regularly. While in Great 
Britain, we may say, she is in one way a potential and in another 
way an actual German speaker: although she actually has the 
knowledge, she is not at that time actually using it and in this 
way merely a potential German speaker. When she comes to use 
her German upon her arrival in Germany, then she actualizes her 
potentiality, though in the process she does not lose or have 
destroyed any other of her actual features. In this case, put more 
abstractly, nothing is destroyed, but rather that which is already 
dispositionally F becomes occurrently F by engaging in some 
F-ish activity. Significantly, it is this second kind of alteration, 
non-destructive alteration, to which Aristotle appeals in explicat- 
ing many psychic activities. In these cases, he contends, what we 
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have is either not an instance of alteration or ‘is a different kind of 
alteration,’ with the result that one who changes in this way ‘either 
should not be said to be affected or there are two types of alteration’ 
(DA II 5, 417b6-16). 

If we approach hylomorphic explanation in psychology armed 
with this more expansive understanding of alteration, then some 
progress appears possible in understanding Aristotle’s otherwise 
perplexing remarks about the statement that reason does not exist 
in actuality before thinking. Aristotle may simply be supposing 
that reason is akin to the most basic stuff involved in material 
changes, stuff which, if it exists at all, will be ultimately plastic, 
capable of underlying even elemental transmutations. Reason, on 
the hypothesis of its absolute plasticity relative to the possible 
objects of thought available to it, will be similar: it will be nothing 
in its own nature, before actual thinking begins. Once it attains 
some actual conceptual furnishings, then it is in a way potential 
still, though now actual too. Looked at from this vantage point, 
then, reason is in the cognitive realm what prime matter is in the 
material realm, something whose actual existence already 
involves our conceiving it in its altered state, but whose feature- 
less character can be grasped by abstracting backwards into the 
state in which it is nothing actual in its own nature. Nothing 
incoherent threatens in this approach, since Aristotle is not com- 
mitted to holding both that the mind exists in actuality before 
thinking and that it is in such a condition merely potential. What 
he holds is precisely the opposite, that reason is ‘in actuality none 
of the things which are before it reasons’ (DA III 4, 429a24). 

At any rate, as with applications to soul-body relations and 
perception, hylomorphism’s third and final deployment in psych- 
ology proves simultaneously illuminating and challenging. To the 
extent that thinking must serve the double duty of representing 
the world and putting a thinker into direct contact with the 
world’s intelligible structure, Aristotle’s approach to its analysis 
proves both challenging and promising in its very intricacy. 


V. CONCLUSION 


Aristotle’s psychological theory has justifiably commanded the 
attention of philosophers through the ages, even down to the 
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present time. As a consequence, however, little can be said about 
even its most fundamental commitments without inviting schol- 
arly dissent. In some cases, this is due to unresolved obscurities in 
Aristotle’s own exceptionally terse manner of expression; in 
others, it derives from the fact that his contentions are inchoate, 
if richly suggestive; in still others, however, it can only be a 
function of the subject matter itself. Issues concerning soul-body 
relations, perception, and the features of intellection, including 
especially those pertaining to the nature of intentionality, all 
continue to resist consensus-building approaches. Aristotle’s De 
Anima propounds theories about these matters which, though 
nascent, are distinctive, and which, though challenging, continue 
to be studied primarily because those who do the studying return 
again and again to find an enduring value in engaging the con- 
troversies this fruitful text inspires. 
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A NOTE ON THE TEXT 


This translation uses as its base text Ross (1961), which, as a 
reader for the Press at the time of its publication noted, updates 
his OCT of 1956 by offering several hundred changes. These are 
mainly small but judicious, and evidently arose partly in response 
to a review of Theiler (1958), many of whose readings he adopts, 
and partly as a result of Ross’s own careful post-OCT review of 
the previously existing text of Förster (1912), whom Ross 
acknowledges in his Preface. 

Ross’s text and commentary are often criticized as having 
fallen below the enviable standard he himself had set in his 
commentaries on the Metaphysics (1924) and Physics (1936). 
While there are some signs of inattention in both the text and 
especially the commentary, where editorial lapses are sometimes 
unhappily pronounced, the predominantly negative verdicts on 
Ross’s work on De Anima tend to obscure the unsurpassed sense 
of Aristotelian diction and syntax he brings to bear on his con- 
stitution of the text. Even where he does not pause to defend his 
preferences in anything like the detail they demand, Ross’s read- 
ings nonetheless command careful consideration. If his commen- 
tary shows undue concision, the text it supports offers much to 
ponder. 

It should be emphasized, however, that we do have a text based 
upon a much broader range of manuscripts than Ross or any 
other textual critic before him had consulted; it is, unfortunately, 
not widely known. This is Siwek’s Tractatus De Anima (1965), 
which had the benefit of fully collating sixty-five manuscripts, 
arranged into nine families, as compared with the dozen or so 
collated by Ross and other modern editors. I have consulted 
Siwek with profit when reviewing textual difficulties inherent in 
De Anima and have concluded that his text should be much more 
widely circulated. It is unequalled in its critical apparatus and 
provides useful guidance to the textual difficulties of De Anima. 

These difficulties are, alas, very numerous. I have not adopted 
Ross’s readings in some fifty-five passages, and in dozens more 
I have had serious reservations—though in these cases, any alter- 
native proposal could only be regarded as informed speculation, 


xlv 


A NOTE ON THE TEXT 


unmoored to any extant manuscript. As a default policy, I have 
tried where possible not to deviate from the dominant manuscript 
traditions, though neither have I followed that policy slavishly. 
This is because the text as we have it is replete with what Shorey 
(1901: 151) termed the ‘not infrequent anacolutha of the de 
Anima’ with its ‘hopeless passages which could be cured only by 
extensive changes’. 

It is unsurprising, then, that the text has been very highly 
emended by scholars of all eras, including in the modern period 
by Bonitz, Torstrik, Essen, Bywater, Biehl, Christ, Kampe, Suse- 
mihl, Barco, Wilson, Rodier, Hicks, and Ross himself. Each 
successive layer of correction reflects the scholarly sense of the 
emender; some regard themselves as more and some as less 
beholden to the manuscript tradition—which is, to be sure, 
replete with its own formidable complexities. (Nussbaum (1992) 
provides a very useful overview, omitting, though, discussion of 
Siwek.) In reviewing the many proposed emendations of the text, 
one can only proceed with cautious humility, since the ingenious 
creativity of one critic is as often as not reviled as incautious 
adventurism by another. 

Here Shorey (1901) is a case in point. He rightly finds cause to 
commend Rodier’s excellent, voluminous edition (1900) as pru- 
dently conservative, even while pausing to fault his inclusion of 
‘pages wasted in rejecting with sad civility the wanton emend- 
ations of Torstrik, for example’ (1901: 157). By contrast, I have 
noticed after compiling my own readings that some 20 per cent of 
them adopt or adapt a suggestion of Torstrik’s. One may only 
hope, then, heading in the other direction, that one critic’s wanton 
ways may yet shine an instructive light on the path of another. In 
some cases, the hope seems warranted, because, to take but one 
example, the adventurous Torstrik has in some instances offered 
conjectural emendations on thematic grounds only to find them 
corroborated by significant manuscripts first collated after his 
death (so, e.g., at 433a21, which is supported by C, first collated 
by Forster). 

Be that as it may, Anglophone readers need not enter into these 
tangled disputes to profit from a careful study of Aristotle’s De 
Anima. The Clarendon Aristotle Series takes as its mission a 
plain, forthright exposition of Aristotle’s philosophy for the 
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engaged Greekless reader rather than the professional philologist. 
Still, it behoves us all, in whatever language we read it, to remem- 
ber that the text of De Anima emerges as an unending, slow- 
motion committee decision: it is, consequently, a perpetual 
work in progress. 
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BOOK I 
CHAPTER 1 


We count cognition among the fine and honourable things, and 402a 
suppose that one kind of cognition is finer and more honourable 
than another owing to its precision or because of its having better 
and more marvellous objects; and for both these reasons we may 
reasonably place an inquiry into the soul into the premier class of 
study. It also seems that research into the soul contributes greatly 5 
to truth in general, and most especially to truth about nature. For 
the soul is a sort of first principle of animals. We aim to consider 
and ascertain its nature and essence, and then its properties, of 
which some seem to be affections peculiar to the soul itself, while 
others belong to animals as well because of the soul. 

Yet grasping anything trustworthy concerning the soul is com- 
pletely and in every way among the most difficult of affairs. The 10 
general form of inquiry being common to many other areas—I 
mean inquiry concerning essence and what something is— 
perhaps it might seem to someone that there is some one method 
for all of the objects of inquiry whose essence we wish to ascer- 
tain, just as there is a single method of demonstration for all the 
properties co-incidental to them, with the result that one would 15 
have to inquire what this method is. If, however, there is no single 
and common method for determining what something is, the task 
before us becomes more difficult still. For then it will be necessary 
to lay hold of the way for each area individually. And even if the 
method should be evident, whether it is demonstration or division 
or even some other method, the question of where one ought to 
begin our inquiry already involves many difficulties and quan- 20 
daries, for different fields have different starting points, just as for 
example the fields of numbers and planes do. 

It is presumably first of all necessary to determine the genus of 
the soul and what it is. I mean whether it is some this—that is, a 
substance—or a quality, or a quantity, or something in some one 
of the other delineated categories. Further, it is necessary to 25 
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determine whether it is one of the things which exist in potential- 
ity or whether it is, rather, an actuality. For this makes no small 
difference. One must also consider whether it has parts or is 
without parts, and whether or not all souls are uniform in kind, 
or if not whether they differ in species or in genus. For as things 
are, those discussing and inquiring into the soul would seem to 
consider only the human soul. And one must take care not to 
overlook the question of whether there is one account of soul, as 
there is one account of animal, or whether there is a different 
account for each type of soul, for example, of horse, of dog, of 
man, of god, while the universal animal is either nothing or is 
posterior to these; and it would be the same if any other common 
thing were being predicated. 

Further, if there are not many souls but rather the soul has 
parts, one must determine whether it is necessary to inquire first 
into the soul as a whole or into its parts. It is also difficult to 
determine which of the parts differ by nature from one another, as 
well as whether one ought to inquire into the parts or their 
functions first, for example, whether one ought to inquire first 
into reasoning or reason, or into perceiving or the perceptual 
faculty, and so on for the other parts. And if one ought to inquire 
first into their functions, someone might raise a puzzle as to 
whether one must inquire into their corresponding objects before 
these, for example, into the objects of perception before the 
faculty of perception, and the objects of reason before reason. 

It would seem that not only is ascertaining what a thing is 
useful for considering the causes of the properties of substances, 
as, for example, in mathematics ascertaining what straight and 
curved are, or what a line and plane are, is useful for observing 
how many right angles the angles of a triangle equal, but also, 
conversely, that ascertaining the properties of a substance plays a 
great part in knowing what a thing is. For when we can render an 
account of all or most of the properties according to imagination, 
we will also then be able to speak best about the substance. For 
the starting point of every demonstration is what a thing is, so 
that those formulas which do not lead us to ascertain the proper- 
ties of a substance, or at least to know of them in a ready sort of 
way, will clearly and in every case be dialectical and vacuous. 

There is also a puzzle about the affections of the soul, concern- 
ing whether all are common to what has the soul as well or 
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whether there is something peculiar to the soul itself. This it is 
necessary to grasp, but not easy. It seems that in most cases the 
soul neither is affected nor acts without the body, as, for instance, 
with being angry or confident or appetitive, or, generally, with 
perceiving; reasoning, however, would seem most of all to be 
peculiar to it, but if this is a sort of imagination, or not without 
imagination, it would not be possible for even this to be without 
the body. If, then, some one of the functions or affections of 
the soul is peculiar to it, it would be possible for the soul to be 
separated; but if there is nothing peculiar to it, it would not be 
separable. Rather, it will be just like the straight, insofar as it is 
straight: though it has many properties, for example touching a 
bronze sphere at a point,! nevertheless, when it is separated, the” 
straight will not touch the sphere in this way; for it is not some- 
thing separable, since it always involves some body. 

And it would seem that all the affections of the soul involve the 
body—anger, gentleness, fear, pity, courage, as well as joy, and 
loving and hating. For at the same time as these, the body is 
affected in some way. This is shown by the fact that sometimes, 
even though strong and evident affections are present, we are not 
provoked or made afraid, while at other times we are moved by 
something small and obscure, whenever the body is agitated and 
in the condition it is in when angry. This is even clearer from the 
fact that sometimes though nothing frightful is present, people 
come to have the affections of a frightened person. If this is so, it 
is clear that the affections are accounts in matter. Consequently, 
definitions will be of this sort, for example: ‘being angry is a sort 
of motion of a body of such a sort, or of a part or capacity of a 
body, brought about by this for the sake of that.’ And for these 
reasons, a consideration of the soul, either all souls or this sort of 
soul, is already in the province of the natural scientist. 

The natural scientist and the dialectician would define each of 
these affections differently, for example, what anger is. The dia- 
lectician will define it as desire for retaliation, or something of 
this sort, while the natural scientist will define it as boiling of 
the blood and heat around the heart. Of these, one describes the 
matter and the other the form and the account. For this is the 
account of the thing, but it is necessary that it be in matter of this 
sort if it is to exist. It is just as if the account of a house is of this 
sort—that it is a shelter capable of guarding against destruction 
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by wind, rain, and heat: one will say that it is stones and bricks 
and timber and another will say that it is the form in these things, 
for the sake of which these things are. So who among them is the 
natural scientist? Is it the one who knows about the matter but is 
ignorant of the account? Or the one who knows only about the 
account? Or is the natural scientist rather the one concerned with 
what comes from both of these? In that case, who is each of the 
other two? Or is no one concerned with the inseparable affections 
of matter in so far as they are not separable?’ But the natural 
scientist is concerned with all those things which are the functions 
and affections of this sort of body and of this sort of matter. 
Someone else deals with things not of this sort, perhaps some of 
them concern some craftsman or other, for example, a carpenter 
or a doctor; but among affections which are not separable, some, 
in so far as they are not affections of this sort of body and are 
from abstraction, concern the mathematician, and others, the 
separate ones, the first philosopher. 

But it is necessary to return to the point where our discussion 
began. We were saying, then, that the affections of the soul are in 
this way inseparable from the natural matter of animals, at any 
rate in so far as they are of the sorts which are present as anger 
and fear are, and are unlike line and surface. 


CHAPTER 2 


It is necessary as we inquire into the soul—even as we are going 
through the problems which those making progress must solve— 
to collect the opinions of those of our predecessors who have 
expressed views about the soul, so that we may embrace what 
has been said rightly, and if anything has not been said rightly, 
that we may guard against it. 

The starting point of this inquiry is to set out those things which 
seem most of all to belong to the soul by nature. What is ensouled 
seems to differ from what is not ensouled chiefly in two respects: 
motion and perception. These are also very nearly the two fea- 
tures of the soul which we have taken over from our predecessors. 
For some of them say that the soul is most of all and primarily 
what initiates motion; thinking that what is not in motion itself 
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cannot move something else, they supposed the soul to be one of 30 
the things which are in motion. 

On this basis, Democritus says that the soul is a sort of fire and 
heat. For the shapes and atoms being infinite, he says that the 404a 
spherical ones (like the so-called motes which appear in shafts of 
light coming in through windows) are fire and soul. Among the 
atoms, he says the ‘wholeseed’ is the element of all of nature (just 
as Leucippus does), and of these he says the spherical ones are the 5 
soul, because, being of such a shape, they are most of all able to 
slide through everything and move the rest, by being themselves 
in motion too. In so speaking, they suppose that the soul is what 
provides motion to animals. It is for this reason that they also say 
that the mark of life is breathing. For when what surrounds a 10 
body contracts it and squeezes out those figures providing motion 
to animals because of their never remaining still, help comes from 
without when other shapes of this sort enter in breathing. For 
these hinder the ones still present in animals from being expelled, 
by counteracting contraction and hardening. And they continue 15 
to live so long as they are able to do this. 

It also seems that what was said by the Pythagoreans contains 
the same thought. For some of them said that the motes in the air 
are the soul, and others that it is what moves these motes. They 
spoke of these because they are seen to be continuously moving, 
even when the air is perfectly still. 20 

Also drawn to this same thought are those who say that the 
soul is what moves itself. For all of these seem to have supposed 
that motion is most characteristic of the soul, and that all other 
things are moved because of the soul, while it is moved by itself, 
because of their never seeing anything initiate motion without 
itself being in motion. 

In a similar way, Anaxagoras too says that the soul is what 25 
causes motion, and with him is anyone else who claims that 
reason set the whole universe in motion. But he is not in complete 
agreement with Democritus, since the latter made soul and reason 
absolutely the same. For he said that what is true is what appears, 
for which reason he thought Homer wrote well when he said that 
Hector ‘lay with his thoughts elsewhere’. He does not employ 30 
reason as a particular capacity concerned with the truth, but says 
that the soul and reason are the same. Anaxagoras is less clear 404b 
about them; for in many places, he says reason is the cause of 
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beauty and rightness, and yet in other places he says that it is the 
same as the soul. For he says that it belongs to all animals, great 
and small, noble and base. But reason—at any rate what is called 
reason in the sense of intelligence—does not appear to belong 
similarly to all animals, nor even to all humans. 

Those who focused on the ensouled in terms of being in motion 
supposed the soul to be what is most productive of motion; those 
who focused on the ensouled in terms of knowing and perceiving 
the things which are speak of the soul in terms of first principles— 
some of them, positing a plurality of first principles, say that the 
soul is these, while others, positing one, say that it is this. 

Thus Empedocles makes the soul from all the elements, but 
also says each of them is a soul, speaking in this way: 


For by earth we see earth, by water water 
By aether godlike aether, and yet by fire annihilating fire, 
By love love, and strife by sad strife. 


In the same way, Plato, in the Timaeus, makes the soul from the 
elements; for he says that like is known by like, and that things 
come from first principles. Similarly, in the work On Philosophy it 
was determined that the animal itself is from the idea of the one 
itself and the primary length, breadth, and depth, and that the 
others come about in a similar way. He put it in yet another way: 
reason is the one; knowledge the two (for it goes in one way to one 
point); opinion the number of the plane; and perception the 
number of the solid. For while the numbers were said to be the 
forms themselves and the first principles, they are from the elem- 
ents, and some things are judged by reason, some by knowledge, 
some by opinion, and some by perception, and these numbers are 
the forms of things. 

Moreover, since the soul has seemed to be both productive of 
motion and in this way cognitive, some have entwined these 
together, declaring the soul to be a self-moving number. 

People differ, however, concerning the first principles, as to 
what they are and how many they are; but the greatest differences 
are between those who make them corporeal and those who make 
them incorporeal, and between these and those who mix the 
corporeal and incorporeal together and declare the first principles 
to be from both. People also differ concerning their number, some 
saying there is one and others more. 
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They provide accounts of the soul consequent upon these differ- 
ences. For they supposed what is productive of motion in its own 
nature to be counted among the primary things—and not unrea- 5 
sonably. On this basis it seemed to some to be fire. This is the most 
fine-grained and the most incorporeal of the elements; further, it is 
both in motion and moves other things in a primary way. 

Democritus spoke more subtly than others when revealing the 
reason for both of these things. For he says that the soul is the 
same as reason, and that this is among the primary and indivisible 10 
bodies, and that it is productive of motion because of their 
fineness and shape. And he says that among shapes the spherical 
is most mobile, and that both reason and fire are of this sort. 

Anaxagoras seems to say that soul and reason are different, just 
as we said earlier; but he treats them both as having one nature, 
except insofar as he posits reason most of all as a first principle. 15 
At any rate, he says that it alone among things which exist is 
simple and both unmixed and pure. He assigns both to the same 
first principle, knowing and moving, that is, by saying that reason 
moves the whole universe. 

Thales too, on the basis of what is related about him, seems to 
have supposed the soul to be something productive of motion, if 20 
indeed he said that the magnet has a soul because it moves iron. 

Diogenes, just like some others, says that it is air, supposing 
this to be the most fine-grained of all things and the first principle; 
and it is because of this that the soul both knows and moves— 
insofar as it is primary and all else comes from this, it knows, and 
insofar as it is finest, it is productive of motion. 

Heracleitus claims that the soul is the first principle, if indeed it 25 
is the rising vapour from which other things are constituted; and 
he says that it is the most incorporeal and is always in flux. And 
what is in motion is known by what is in motion; for he thought, 
as did many others, that what exists is in motion. 

Alcmaeon seems to have made suppositions about the soul 
similar to theirs. For he says that the soul is immortal, because 30 
ofits resembling the immortals. And he says that this belongs to it 
on the grounds that it is always in motion; for all divine things too 
are always continuously in motion—the moon, the sun, the stars, 
and the whole of heaven. 

Among the cruder thinkers, some, like Hippo, declared the soul 405b 
to be water. They seem to have been persuaded on the basis of 
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seed, because the seed of all things is moist. He even objects 
against those who claimed that the soul is blood, that seed is 
not blood, while seed is the primary soul. But others, like Critias, 
declared the soul to be blood, supposing perception to be most 
characteristic of soul and this to belong to soul because of the 
nature of blood. 

All of the elements have found a proponent, except earth. No- 
one has declared the soul to be earth, except insofar as some have 
said that the soul is or is from all of the elements. 

In summary, then, they all define the soul by three things: 
motion, perception, and incorporeality; and each of these is 
referred back to the first principles. For this reason, even those 
who define it by knowing make it an element or from the elem- 
ents, speaking in a manner similar to one another, with one 
exception. For they say that like is known by like; for since the 
soul knows all things, they constitute it from all of the first 
principles. Those who say that there is some one cause and one 
element assume the soul too is one, e.g. fire or air; those who say 
the first principles are more than one also make the soul more 
than one as well. Only Anaxagoras says that reason is unaffected 
and that it has nothing in common with any of the other things. 
How or by what cause it knows, if it is of such a sort, he did not 
say; nor is it clear from what he said. Those who recognize pairs 
of opposites among the first principles also constitute the soul 
from opposites, while those who recognize one or the other of the 
opposites, for example the hot or the cold or something else of this 
sort, likewise assume the soul to be some one as well. For this 
reason, they even take a cue from words: those who say that the 
soul is the hot say that living is so named because of this, while 
those who say that the soul is the cold say that it is so-called 
because of respiration and its cooling effect. 

These, then, are the views handed down to us about the soul, as 
well as the reasons why they are advanced. 


CHAPTER 3 


We ought first to inquire into motion. For it is presumably not 
merely false to say that its essence is of the sort claimed by those 
who say that the soul moves itself, or is able to move itself, but it 
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is, rather, impossible that motion belong to the soul. First, that it 
is not necessary that what initiates motion is also itself in motion 
has already been stated. Moreover, everything in motion is so in 
either of two ways: in virtue of another or in virtue of itself. By ‘in 5 
virtue of another’ we mean whatever is moved by being in some- 
thing which is in motion, as for instance sailors are; for they are 
not moved in the same way as the ship is—the one is moved in 
virtue of itself and the other by being in what is in motion. This is 
clear with regard to their parts. For the proper motion of the feet 
is walking, as it is of humans as well. But this does not belong to 
sailors. Hence, given that being in motion is spoken of in two Io 
ways, we are now investigating whether the soul is moved, and 
shares in motion, in virtue of itself. 

There being four types of motion—locomotion, alteration, 
decay, and growth—the soul would move in respect of one, or 
some, or all of these. If it is moved non-co-incidentally, then 
motion would belong to it by nature; but if so, so too would 15 
place, for all of the motions mentioned are in place. Further, if it 
is the case that the essence of the soul is to move itself, being in 
motion will not belong to it co-incidentally, as it does to white or 
to three cubits long. For these things too are moved, but co- 
incidentally, since that to which they belong, the body, is what 20 
is moved. For this reason, neither does place belong to them; but 
it will belong to the soul, if indeed it partakes of motion by nature. 

Further, if it is moved by nature, then it would be moved by 
force; and if it were moved by force, then also by nature. The 
situation is the same with respect to rest. For something rests by 25 
nature in the state into which it is moved by nature; and similarly, 
something rests by force in the state into which it is moved by 
force. But it will not be easy to provide an account of the sorts of 
forced motions and rests that are to belong to the soul—not even 
for those willing to fabricate one. 

Further, if it is moved upwards, it will be fire, but if down- 
wards, earth; for these are the motions belonging to these bodies. 
And the same argument obtains concerning those in between. 

Further, since it is evident that it moves the body, it is reason- 30 
able that it impart those motions in terms of which it is itself 
moved. If so, it will also be true to say, conversely, that the 
motion in terms of which the body is moved the soul has as 
well. The body, however, is moved by locomotion, with the result 406b 
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that the soul would change in place,’ either as a whole or with 
respect to its parts. If this is possible, then it would also be 
possible for the soul to enter back into the body once it has left 
it. And upon this would follow the resurrection of the dead 
among animals. 

The soul could be moved co-incidentally, by another, for an 
animal could be knocked off course by force. It is not necessary 
for that which is moved by itself, in its essence, to be moved by 
another, except and unless it is moved co-incidentally, just as it is 
not necessary for that which is good in virtue of itself to be good 
for the sake of something else, or for what is good because of itself 
to be good because of something other. 

One should say that the soul is most of all moved by perceptual 
objects, if indeed it is moved. Moreover, if in fact the soul moves 
itself, it would itself be moved as well. So, if every motion is a 
dislodging of what is moved insofar as it is moved, the soul too 
would be dislodged from its essence, if, that is, it does not move 
itself co-incidentally, but motion belongs to its essence in virtue of 
itself. 

Some say that as the soul is in motion; it moves the body in 
which it is, e.g. Democritus, speaking in a manner much like 
the comic playwright Philippus. For Philippus claims that 
Daedalus made his wooden Aphrodite move by pouring liquid 
silver into it. What Democritus says is similar: he claims that 
since the indivisible spheres are in motion, because it is their 
nature never to remain still, they draw the whole body along 
with them and set it in motion. But we will pose the question 
of whether this same thing also causes the body to come to be 
at rest. How it will do so is difficult or even impossible to say. 
In general, the soul does not appear to initiate motion in 
animals in this way, but rather through some sort of decision 
and reasoning. 

In the same way, Timaeus offers a physical account of how the 
soul moves the body: by being in motion itself, the soul moves the 
body because of its being entangled with it. For having consti- 
tuted the soul out of the elements and having divided it in accord- 
ance with the harmonic numbers so that it might have an innate 
perception of harmony and so that the whole universe might be 
borne in harmonious orbits, he bent the straight into a circle. And 
having divided the one circle into two circles intersecting at two 
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points, he again divided one of them into seven circles, so that the 407a 
orbits of heaven were the motions of the soul. 

First, then, it is not right to say that the soul is a magnitude. 
For it is clear that he wishes this sort of soul, the soul of the 
universe, to be what is sometimes called reason, since it is at any 
rate surely neither such as to be perceptual nor such as to be 5 
appetitive, for the motion belonging to these is not circular. But 
reason is one and continuous in the way that reasoning is, and 
reasoning is one as the objects of thought are: these are one 
successively, as numbers are, not as a magnitude is. This is why 
reason is not continuous in this way, but is either without parts or 
is continuous in a way other than the way a magnitude is. 

For how will it reason if it is a magnitude? With just any of its 10 
parts, or with a part? in virtue of its being a magnitude or in 
virtue of its being a point (if, that is, one ought to call a point a 
part)? If, then, it is in virtue of its being a point, and these are 
infinite, it is clear that these will never run out; but if it is in 
virtue of its being a magnitude, it will very often or endlessly 
reason about the same thing. But it is evidently possible to 15 
reason about something only once. If it suffices for just any of 
its parts to make contact, why is it necessary for it to be moved 
in a circle, or for it to have magnitude at all? But if it is 
necessary to reason by making contact with the whole circle, 
what does contact consist in for the parts? Further, how will it 
reason about what has parts with what has no parts or what has 
no parts with what has parts? 

It is necessary that this circle be reason, for the motion of 20 
reason is reasoning, while that of a circle is revolving. If, accord- 
ingly, reasoning is revolving, the circle whose reasoning is this 
sort of revolving would be reason. What, then, will it always 
reason about? For it is necessary that it do so, if indeed the 
revolving is everlasting; for there are limits to practical reasoning, 
since all instances of it are for the sake of something other, while 
theoretical reasoning is defined in a way similar to the accounts. 25 
For every account is either a definition or a demonstration. 
Demonstration is from a starting point and has, in a way, an 
end: the conclusion or inference. If, though, a demonstration does 
not reach a conclusion, it will at any rate not return back again to 
its starting point, but will forever take up another middle and 
extreme term and move straight ahead, whereas a revolution 
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returns back again to its starting point. And definitions are all 
delimited. 

Further, if the same revolution recurs many times, it will be 
necessary to reason about the same thing many times. 

Further, reasoning is more like resting or dwelling upon some- 
thing than like moving; and the same holds for a syllogism. 

Moreover, what is not easily accomplished, but forced, is surely 
not blessed. If motion is not essential to it,° it would be moved 
contrary to its nature. It is also toilsome for it to be mixed with the 
body and incapable of being separated from it; and that is add- 
itionally to be avoided, if it is indeed better for reason not to be 
with the body, just as is customarily asserted and widely agreed. 

And the cause of heaven’s being borne in a circle is unclear. For 
the essence of the soul is not the cause of its being borne in a circle; 
rather, its being moved in this way is co-incidental. Nor is it the 
body; on the contrary, the soul is rather the cause for that. 
Moreover, it is not even said that this is better. Still, it ought to 
have been the case that god made the soul be borne in a circle 
because of this: it is better for it to be in motion than to remain 
still, and better for it to be moved in this way rather than in some 
other. 

Since this sort of inquiry is more appropriate to other writings, 
let us set it aside for now. 

But something absurd turns out for this account as for most 
others concerning the soul, since they conjoin the soul to the body 
and place it in the body without articulating in addition the cause 
of this or the condition of the body. This, however, would seem to 
be necessary; it is because of their commonality that one acts 
while the other is affected, and that the one initiates motion and 
the other is in motion. None of this belongs to things which just 
happen to be related to one another. 

These accounts merely endeavour to say what sort of thing the 
soul is without articulating anything further about the body 
which is to receive the soul, as if it were possible, as according 
to the Pythagorean myths, for just any soul to be outfitted in just 
any body. For each body seems to have its own peculiar form and 
shape, and what they say is almost the same as if someone were to 
say that carpentry could clothe itself in flutes; for it is necessary 
that the craft make use of its tools, and that the soul make use of 
its body. 
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CHAPTER 4 


There is also another opinion handed down concerning the soul, 407b26 
one which is no less persuasive to many than those already 
mentioned, and one given over to strict scrutiny in those discus- 

sions held corporately: people say that the soul is a sort of 30 
attunement. For they say that an attunement is a blending and 

a compounding of opposites, and that the body is composed out 

of opposites. 

And yet an attunement is a certain proportion of things mixed 
together, or a compounding of them, and a soul can be neither of 
these. Further, it does not belong to an attunement to initiate 
motion, but virtually everyone assigns this attribute more than 
any other to the soul. Rather, it is more in tune with the facts to 408a 
speak of attunement in the case of health, or bodily virtues in 
general, than it is in the case of the soul. This would become most 
evident if someone tried to ascribe the affections and actions of 
the soul to some sort of attunement; for it is difficult to bring these 
into attunement. 

Further, if we may speak of attunement by focusing on its two 5 
main varieties, one, the most proper, pertains to a compounding 
of magnitudes, in things with motion and position, and it is a 
compounding of them whenever they are tuned so tightly that 
they admit of nothing of the same kind, and then the other to a 
proportion of the things which are mixed. In neither of these uses 
is it reasonable to call the soul an attunement. The first use, where 10 
an attunement is a compounding of parts of the body, is exceed- 
ingly easy to criticize. For there are many different compoundings 
of parts and they may be compounded in many different ways. Of 
what part, then, should one suppose that its compounding is 
reason? Or the perceptual faculty? Or the appetitive faculty? And 
compounded how? And it would be similarly absurd for the soul to 
be the proportion of a mixture. For a mixture of elements does not 
have the same proportion for flesh and for bone. It will turn out, 15 
then, that a thing has many souls, all over its body, if all of its parts 
are compounded from the mixed elements, while the proportion of 
the mixture is an attunement, that is, a soul. 

One might well put this question to Empedocles, for he says 
that each of these is in a certain proportion: is the soul a 20 
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proportion or is it rather something more, something which 
comes to be in the parts? Further, is Love the cause of any chance 
mixture or of the mixtures which are proportional? If the latter, is 
Love the proportion or something more, beyond the proportion? 

These views, then, have these sorts of difficulties. Still, if the 
soul is something other than a mixture, why is it that the soul is 
destroyed at the same time as the being of flesh and of the other 
parts of an animal? Additionally, if it is indeed not the case that 
each of the parts of the body has a soul of its own, as they will not 
if the soul is not the proportion of a mixture, what is it that 
perishes when the soul departs? 

Consequently, that the soul can be neither an attunement nor 
borne in a circle is clear from what has been said. It is the case, 
though, that it is moved co-incidentally, as we have said, and that 
it moves itself, for example when that which it is in is moved, or 
when this is moved by the soul. Otherwise, it could not be moved 
in respect of place. 

Someone might more fairly raise a difficulty concerning how 
the soul is in motion, by focusing on these sorts of considerations: 
we say that the soul is pained and pleased, is confident and afraid, 
and further that it is angry and also that it perceives and thinks. 
But all of these seem to be motions. On this basis, one might 
suppose that the soul is in motion. But this is not necessary. For 
let it be the case that being pained or pleased or reasoning are 
motions, and that each of these counts as being moved, and that 
the movement is effected by the soul—for instance that being 
angry or afraid is the heart’s being moved in such and such a 
way, while reasoning is presumably either this or something else 
moved,’ and this comes about in some cases in virtue of some- 
thing’s being in motion in respect of place and in other cases in 
virtue of alteration. (Questions regarding what sorts of motions 
and how they occur are a matter for another discussion.) Yet® 
saying that the soul is angry would be like saying that the soul 
weaves or builds. For it is perhaps better not to say that the soul 
pities or learns or thinks, but that the human being does these 
things with the soul; and this is not insofar as there is motion in 
the soul, but rather because motion sometimes reaches as far as 
the soul, and sometimes proceeds from it. Perception, for 
instance, is from these objects, whereas recollection is from the 
soul, ranging over the motions or traces in the sense organs. 
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But reason would seem to come about in us as a certain 
substance and not to be destroyed. For it would be destroyed 
principally by the impairment of old age, but in fact things turn 20 
out for it just as they do for the sense organs. For if an old man 
were to receive an eye of the sort which the young have, he would 
see just as a young man sees. Consequently, old age occurs not 
because of the soul’s having been affected in a certain way, but 
rather because that in which it is has been affected, just as in 
drunkenness and illness. So too reasoning and contemplating 
wither away when something else within is destroyed, but are 25 
themselves unaffected. Reasoning and loving or hating are not 
affections of reason, but rather of that which has reason, insofar 
as it has it. Accordingly, when this is destroyed, one neither 
remembers nor loves. For these did not belong to reason, but to 
the common thing, which has perished. But reason is presumably 
something more divine and unaffected. 

Consequently, that the soul cannot be moved is evident from 30 
these considerations. But if it is not moved in general, it is clear 
that it is not moved by itself. 

Of the claims discussed, very much the most irrational is the 
one saying that the soul is a number which moves itself. For first 
of all it faces the impossibilities resulting from the soul’s being 
moved, and then also others peculiar to saying that it isa number. 409a 
For how is one to reason of a unit as something being moved? 
And by what? How indeed, when it is something without parts 
and undifferentiated? For if it is capable of initiating motion and 
is itself capable of being moved, it must be differentiated. 

Further, since they claim that a line when moved makes a 
plane, and a point a line, the movements of the units will also 5 
be lines; for a point is a unit having position, and a number 
belonging to a soul already is somewhere and has position. And 
if someone subtracts a number, or a unit, from a number, what 
remains is a different number. But plants and many animals, 
when divided, continue living and seem to have a soul which is 
the same in species. 

It would seem to make no difference whether we are speaking 10 
of units or of tiny little bodies. For if points should come to be out 
of Democritus’s tiny spheres, with only their quantity remaining, 
there will be something in each thing,’ both what moves and what 
is moved, just as they will be in what is continuous. For this 
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observation does not result because of these spheres differing in 

15 size or by being small, but solely from their being a quantity. For 
this reason, it is necessary that there be something to move the 
units. 

If in an animal the soul is what initiates motion, the soul will be 
what initiates motion in the number too, so that soul will not be 
both what initiates motion and what is moved, but only that 
which initiates motion. How then can this be a unit? For there 
must be some difference which belongs to one of them in relation 

20 to the others; but what difference could there be in the case of a 
unit point except position? 

If, on the one hand, the units and points in the body are 
distinct, the units will be in the same place as the points, for 
each will occupy the space of a point. And yet, if there are two 
units in the same place, what prevents there being an infinite 
number? For things whose place is indivisible are themselves 

25 indivisible. But if on the other hand, the points in the body are 
the number of the soul, or if the soul is the number of the points in 
the body, why will it be the case that not all bodies have a soul? 
For there seem to be points in all bodies, and an infinite number 
of them. 

Further, how can points be separated or released from their 

30 bodies, unless at any rate lines are divided into points?!° 

It turns out, as we said, that taken one way this says the same as 

those who suppose that the soul is some sort of fine-grained body, 
409b but that taken another way—in the way Democritus claims that 
the body is set in motion by the soul—it has its own peculiar 
absurdity. For if indeed the soul is everywhere in a perceiving 
body, it is necessary that there will be two bodies in the same 
place, if the soul is some sort of body. Further, for those who say 
that the soul is a number, there will be many points in a single 

5 point, or'! every body will have a soul, unless some different 
number comes to be in the body and it is something other than 
the points present in the body. It turns out too that the animal is 
moved by the number, in just the way we said Democritus moves 
it. For what difference is there in speaking of little spheres or big 
units, or generally, of units being borne about? For in either case 

Io it is necessary that one move the animal by means of these things 
being moved. 
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These, then, and many others of the same sort, are the results 
for those who entwine motion and number into the same thing. 
For not only is it impossible for this sort of thing to be a definition 
of the soul: it cannot even be a property of it. This would be clear 
if someone endeavoured to specify the affections and actions of 
the soul based on this account—like calculations, perceptions, 
pleasures, pains, and other things of this sort. For, as we said 
earlier, it is not easy to divine what might be said about these on 
the basis of their claims. 


CHAPTER 5 


Three ways of defining the soul have been handed down. Some 
have declared it to be what is most productive of motion because 
it moves itself; others make it the most fine-grained or the most 
incorporeal body of all. These views contain certain difficulties 
and inconsistencies; we have pretty well recounted them. It 
remains to investigate what is meant by saying that the soul is 
from the elements. 

They say this so that the soul may perceive and come to know 
each of the things which exist. Of necessity, then, it turns out that 
there are necessarily many impossibilities in this account. For 
they maintain that one comes to know like by like, just as if 
they were supposing that the soul and the things it knows are 
the same. But elements are not the only things. There are many 
other things as well—the things which are constituted from the 
elements which are, rather, perhaps infinite in number. Let it be 
the case that the soul knows and perceives those things from 
which each of these is. Still, by what means will it come to 
know or perceive the composite, for example, what god is, or 
what man or flesh or bone is? And it is the same for any other of 
the compounds. For it is not the elements standing in just any 
condition which each of these is, but rather their standing in some 
particular proportion and arrangement, just as even Empedocles 
says of bone: 


The kind earth in broad beds 
Took two parts of eight of sunlight and of water, 
And four of fire; thus white bones came to be. 
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There is, then, no advantage to there being elements present in the 
soul, unless there are also proportions and an arrangement. For 
each element will know its like, but not bone or man, unless these 
are also present. And that this is impossible it is not even remotely 
necessary to say. For who could raise a difficulty as to whether 
there is present in the soul a stone or a man? And the point holds 
similarly for the good and the not good, and in the same way for 
other things. 

Further, given that being is spoken of in many ways (for it 
signifies some this, or a quantity, or a quality, or some other of the 
delineated categories), will the soul be from all of these or not? 
But the elements do not seem common to them all. Then will it be 
only from those belonging to substances? How then will it know 
each of the others? Or will they claim that the genera of each of 
the categories will be elements and first principles peculiar to 
each, from which the soul is to be constituted? Then the soul 
will be a quantity and a quality and a substance. But it is impos- 
sible that from the elements of quantity a substance, and not a 
quantity, will come to be. These and other such are the results of 
saying that the soul is from them all. 

It is, moreover, absurd to say that like is unaffected by like, but 
that like is perceived by like and that one knows like by like. Yet 
they maintain that perceiving is a sort of being affected or being 
moved; and the same holds for both reasoning and knowing. 

There are many problems and pitfalls in saying, as Empedocles 
does, that each thing is known by bodily elements, in relation to 
what is like it,!? as what was just said bears witness. For it seems 
that whatever in the bodies of animals is made purely of earth, for 
example bones, sinews, and hair, perceives nothing, with the 
result that it perceives nothing even of what is like it, although 
this would fit the terms of the argument. Further, more ignorance 
than understanding will belong to each of these principles, since 
each will know one thing but be ignorant of many; for every one 
will be ignorant of all the others. 

It also turns out, at least for Empedocles, that god will be the 
most unintelligent of all: god alone will fail to know one of the 
elements, strife, whereas mortals will know them all, since each 
one is from them all. 

In general, why is it that not everything which exists has a soul, 
since everything is either an element, or from one, several, or all of 
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the elements? For it is necessary that each one know either one, or 
some, or all of them. And one might also raise a difficulty: 10 
whatever is it that unifies the elements? For the elements are 
surely like matter, and what keeps them together—whatever it 
is—is the most sovereign. And it is impossible that there be 
something superior to the soul, or dominant over it; and still 
less is this possible in the case of the reason. For it is reasonable 

to suppose that the reason is by nature most ancient and sover- 
eign; yet they assert that the elements are primary among things 15 
which exist. 

Neither those who say that because of its knowing and perceiv- 
ing what exists the soul is from the elements, nor those who say 
that it is what is most productive of motion, speak of the soul as a 
whole. Not all perceiving beings are productive of motion: for it 
appears that among animals some are stationary with respect to 20 
place. Yet it surely seems that among motions it is in terms of this 
one alone that the soul moves the animal. The case is similar for 
whoever makes reason and the perceptual faculty from the elem- 
ents: for it appears that plants, which do not have a share in 
perception, are alive, and that among animals, many do not 
have thought. °? 

But if someone were to bypass these points and maintain that 25 
reason is a certain part of the soul, and likewise the perceptual 
faculty, he would not in that case be speaking universally of the 
soul as a whole, nor of any one complete soul. This argument 
pertains to the so-called Orphic poems as well. For they claim 
that the soul enters in from the universe with breathing, borne by 
the winds, though this cannot turn out to be the case for plants, 30 
nor for some animals, if indeed not all animals draw breath. This 411a 
has escaped those who adopted this view. 

If, however, it is necessary to make the soul from the elements, 
it is not necessary that it be from all of them, since one member of 
a pair of contraries suffices to discern both itself and its opposite. 
For we know both the straight and the curved by means of what is 5 
straight, a ruler being the arbiter of both, while the curved is such 
of neither itself nor the straight. 

And some claim that the soul was mixed into the very universe, 
for which reason, perhaps, even Thales thought that everything is 
full of the gods. But this contains some difficulties. Why is it that 
the soul which is in air or fire does not make an animal, while it 10 


19 


I5 


20 


25 


30 
411b 


I0 


4ila DE ANIMA BOOK I 


does when in mixed elements? Why is this so, even though the soul 
seems better when in air or fire? And one might further inquire 
why it is that the soul in the air is better and more deathless 
than the soul in animals. The alternatives are absurd and 
irrational: to say that fire or air is an animal is beyond reason, 
while to deny that they are animals when there is a soul present in 
them is absurd. 

They seem to have supposed that the soul was in the elements 
because the whole universe is one in kind with its parts. The 
consequence is that it is necessary for them to say that the soul 
too is one in kind with its parts, if it is by means of there being in 
animals something taken in from the surrounding environment 
that animals become ensouled. If air, when scattered, is of one 
kind, but the soul is anhomoeomerous, it is clear that some part of 
soul will be present, while some other part will not. It is necessary, 
therefore, either that the soul be homoeomerous or that it not be 
present in just any portion of the universe. 

So it is evident from what has been said that knowing does not 
belong to the soul because of its being from the elements; nor is 
the soul rightly or truly said to be moved. But since knowing 
belongs to the soul, as do both perceiving and believing, as do, 
further, being appetitive and wishing and desires in general, while 
motion in respect of place comes to be in animals as effected by 
the soul, as, further, do growth and maturity and decay, we 
should ask whether each of these belongs to the soul in its entir- 
ety. That is, is it by the whole soul that we think and perceive and 
are moved and both do and experience each of the others, or do 
we do different things with different parts of the soul? Again, does 
living depend on some one of these parts, or on several, or on all? 
Or is it due to some other cause? 

To be sure, some say that the soul has parts and that reasoning 
is by means of one part and desiring by means of another. What, 
then, holds the soul together, if it naturally has parts? For it is 
surely not the body; on the contrary, the soul seems rather to hold 
the body together. At any rate, when the soul has departed, the 
body disintegrates and putrefies. If, then, something else makes 
the soul one, that, more than anything else, would be soul; and 
then one will again need to inquire whether it is one or many- 
parted. For if it is one, why will the soul too not be one straight- 
away? If it has parts, the argument will once again inquire into 
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what it is which holds it together, and thus it will proceed ad 
infinitum. 

Someone might also pose a difficulty concerning the parts of 
the soul: what capacity does each have in the body? For if the 
entire soul holds together the whole body, it will also be appro- 
priate for each of its parts to hold together a certain part of the 
body. This, however, seems impossible. For what sort of part will 
reason hold together? And how? It is difficult even to fabricate an 
answer. 

It also appears that plants live when divided, as do, among 
animals, some of the insects; so that each has a soul which is the 
same in form, if not also in number. For each of the parts has 
perception and moves with respect to place for some time. If they 
do not continue to do so, there is nothing odd in that: they do not 
have the organs they need in order to preserve their nature. 
Nonetheless, all of the parts of the soul are present in each of 
the parts, and the parts of the soul are the same in kind with one 
another and with the entire soul, with one another inasmuch as 
they are not separable, and with the entire soul inasmuch as it is 
not divisible. 

It also seems that the first principle in plants is a sort of soul; for 
animals and plants have this alone in common, and this exists 
separated from the perceptive first principle, though nothing 
lacking this has perception. 
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BOOK II 
CHAPTER 1 


Let this much be said about what has been handed down con- 
cerning the soul by our predecessors. Let us start anew, as if from 
the beginning, endeavouring to determine what the soul is and 
what its most common account would be. 

We say that among the things that exist one kind is substance, 
and that one sort is substance as matter, which is not in its own 
right some this; another is shape and form, in accordance with 
which it is already called some this; and the third is what comes 
from these. Matter is potentiality, while form is actuality; and 
actuality is spoken of in two ways, first as knowledge is, and 
second as contemplating is. 

Bodies seem most of all to be substances, and among these, 
natural bodies, since these are the principles of the others. Among 
natural bodies, some have life and some do not have it. By 
‘life’ we mean that which has through itself nourishment, growth, 
and decay. 

It would follow that every natural body having life is a sub- 
stance, and a substance as a compound. But since it is also a body 
of this sort—for it has life—the soul could not be a body; for the 
body is not among those things said of a subject, but rather is 
spoken of as a subject and as matter. It is necessary, then, that the 
soul is a substance as the form of a natural body which has life in 
potentiality. But substance is actuality; hence, the soul will be an 
actuality of a body of such as sort. 

Actuality is spoken of in two ways, first as knowledge is, and 
second as contemplating is. Evidently, then, the soul is actuality 
as knowledge is. For both sleeping and waking depend upon the 
soul’s being present; and as waking is analogous to contemplat- 
ing, sleeping is analogous to having knowledge without exercising 
it. And in the same individual knowledge is prior in generation. 
Hence, the soul is the first actuality of a natural body which has 
life in potentiality. 
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This sort of body would be one which is organic. And even the 412b 
parts of plants are organs, although altogether simple ones. For 
example, the leaf is a shelter of the outer covering, and the outer 
covering of the fruit; and the roots are analogous to the mouth, 
since both draw in nourishment. Hence, if it is necessary to say 
something which is common to every soul, it would be that the 5 
soul is the first actuality of an organic natural body. 

For this reason it is also unnecessary to inquire whether the 
soul and body are one, just as it is unnecessary to ask this 
concerning the wax and the shape, nor generally concerning the 
matter of each thing and that of which it is the matter. For while 
one and being are spoken of in several ways, what is properly so 
spoken of is the actuality. 

It has now been said in general what the soul is: the soul is a 10 
substance corresponding to the account; and this is the essence 
of this sort of body. It is as if some tool were a natural body, e.g. 
an axe; in that case what it is to be an axe would be its 
substance, and this would also be its soul. If this were separated, 
it would no longer be an axe, aside from homonymously. But as 
things are, it is an axe. For the soul is not the essence and 15 
organization (logos) of this sort of body, but rather of a certain 
sort of natural body, one having a source of motion and rest 
in itself. 

What has been said must also be considered when applied to 
parts. For if an eye were an animal, its soul would be sight, since 
this would be the substance of the eye corresponding to the 
account. The eye is the matter of sight; if sight is lost, it is no 20 
longer an eye, except homonymously, in the way that a stone eye 
or painted eye is. 

What has been said in the case of parts must of course be 
understood as applying to the entire living body. For there is an 
analogy: as one part is to one part, so the whole perceptual faculty 
is to the whole of the body which is capable of perception, insofar 
as it is capable of perception. The body which has cast off its soul 25 
is not a being which is potentially such as to be alive; this is rather 
the one which has a soul. The seed, however, and the fruit, is such 
a body in potentiality. 

Hence, as cutting and seeing are actualities, in this way too is 
waking an actuality; and as sight and the potentiality of a tool 413a 
are, in this way too is the soul. The body is a being in potentiality. 
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But just as an eye is a pupil and sight, so in this case too an animal 
is the soul and the body. 

Therefore, that the soul is not separable from the body, or some 
parts of it if it naturally has parts, is not unclear. For the actuality 
of some parts belongs to the parts themselves. Even so, nothing 
hinders some parts from being separable, because of their not 
being the actualities of a body. 

It is still unclear, however, whether the soul is the actuality 
of the body in the way that a sailor is of a ship.'* 

Let the soul, then, be defined in outline in this way and 
sketched out. 


CHAPTER 2 


Because what is sure and better known as conforming to reason 
comes to be from what is unsure but more apparent, one must 
try to proceed anew in this way concerning the soul. For it is not 
only necessary that a defining account make clear the that, 
which is what most definitions state, but it must also contain 
and make manifest the cause. As things are, statements of 
definitions are like conclusions. For example: ‘what is squaring? 
It is an equilateral rectangle being equal to an oblong figure.’ 
But this sort of definition is an account of the conclusion: the 
one who states that squaring is the discovery of a mean states 
the cause of the matter. 

We say, then, taking up the beginning of the inquiry, that what 
is ensouled is distinguished from what is not ensouled by living. 
But living is spoken of in several ways. And should even one of 
these belong to something, we say that it is alive: reason, percep- 
tion, motion and rest with respect to place, and further the motion 
in relation to nourishment, decay, and growth. 

For this reason, even plants, all of them, seem to be alive, since 
they seem to have in themselves a potentiality and a principle of 
such a sort through which they grow and decay in opposite 
directions. For it is not the case that they grow upwards but not 
downwards; rather they grow in both directions and in all ways— 
those, that is, which are always nourished and continue to live as 
long as they are able to receive nourishment. 
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This can be separated from the others, but among mortal 
beings the others cannot be separated from this. This is evident 
in the case of plants. For no other capacity of soul belongs to 
them. 

Being alive, then, belongs to living things because of this prin- 413b 
ciple, but something is an animal primarily because of perception. 
For even those things which do not move or change place, but 
which have perception, we call animals and not merely alive. The 
primary form of perception which belongs to all animals is touch. 
But just as the nutritive capacity can be separated from touch and 5 
from the whole of perception, so touch can be separated from the 
other senses. By nutritive we mean the sort of part of the soul of 
which even plants have a share. But all animals evidently have the 
sense of touch. The reason why both of these turn out to be the 
case we shall state later. 10 

For now let just this much be said: the soul is the principle of 
the things mentioned and is delimited by them, namely, nour- 
ishment, perception, thought, and motion. In some cases, it is 
not difficult to see whether each of these is a soul or a part of a 
soul, and if a part, whether in such a way as to be separable in 
account alone or also in place; but in other cases there is a 15 
difficulty. For just as in the case of plants, some, when divided, 
evidently go on living even when separated from one another, 
there being one soul in actuality in each plant, but many in 
potentiality, so we see this occurring in other characteristics of 
the soul in the case of insects cut into two. For each of the parts 20 
has perception and motion with respect to place, and if percep- 
tion, then also imagination and desire; for wherever there is 
perception, there is also both pain and pleasure; and wherever 
these are, of necessity there is appetite as well. But concerning 
reason and the capacity for contemplation nothing is yet evi- 25 
dent but it seems to be a different genus of soul, and this alone 
admits of being separated, in the way the everlasting is from the 
perishable. 

It is evident from these things, though, that the remaining parts 
of the soul are not separable, as some assert. That they differ in 
account, however, is evident; for what it is to be the perceptual 
faculty is different from what it is to be the faculty of belief, if 30 
indeed perceiving differs from believing, and so on for each of the 
other faculties mentioned. 
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Further, all of these belong to some animals, and some of them 
to others, and only one to still others. And this will provide a 
differentiation among animals. It is necessary to investigate the 
reason why later. Almost the same thing holds for the senses: for 
some animals have them all, others have some of them, and others 
have one, the most necessary, touch. 

That by which we live and perceive is spoken of in two ways, 


5 just as is that by which we know. We speak in one case of 


I0 


20 


25 


knowledge and in the other of the soul, because we maintain 
that we know by means of each of these. Likewise, we are healthy 
in one way by health and in another way by some part of, or the 
whole of, the body.! On one of these ways of speaking, know- 
ledge and health is each a shape, a sort of form, an organization 
(logos), and so as to be an actuality of what is capable of 
receiving them—in the one case of what is capable of knowledge 
and in the other of what is capable of health. For the actuality 
of productive things seems to reside in what is affected and is 
disposed to receive it. 

Consequently, the soul is in the primary way that by which we 
live and perceive and think, so that it will be a sort of organization 
(logos) and a form, but not matter and a substrate. For substance 
is spoken of in three ways, just as we said, of which one is form, 
another matter, and another what is from both; and of these the 
matter is potentiality and the form actuality. Since what is from 
both is an ensouled thing, the body is not the actuality of the soul, 
but the soul is the actuality of some body. 

For this reason, those to whom it seems that the soul is neither 
without body nor some kind of body understand things rightly. 
For it is not a body, but is something belonging to a body; and 
because of this it is present in a body, and in a body of this sort— 
not as our predecessors supposed when they fitted the soul into 
the body without additionally specifying in which body or in 
which sort, even though it appears that whatever happens to 
show up does not receive whatever it happens upon. It happens 
rather in this way, in conformity with reason: the actuality of each 
thing comes about naturally in what has it in potentiality, that is, 
in its appropriate matter. 

That, then, the soul is a kind of actuality and an organization 
(logos) of what has a potentiality to be of this sort, is evident from 
these things. 
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CHAPTER 3 


Among the capacities of the soul, all belong to some, to others 414a29 
some of them belong, and to still others only one belongs. The 30 
capacities we mentioned were: the nutritive faculty, the percep- 

tual faculty, the desiderative faculty, the faculty of motion with 

respect to place, and the faculty of understanding. The nutritive 

faculty alone belongs to plants; both this and the perceptual 
faculty belongs to others. But if the perceptual faculty, then also 414b 
the desiderative faculty: desire is appetite, spirit, and wish. And 
all animals have at least one kind of perception, touch. And that 
to which perception belongs, to this belongs also both pleasure 
and pain, as well as both the pleasurable and the painful; and to 
those things to which these belong also belongs appetite, since 
appetite is a desire for what is pleasurable. And further they have 
perception of nourishment; for touch is perception of nourish- 
ment, since all living things are nourished by dry, wet, hot, and 
cold things, and touch is perception of these. Touch is perception 
of other sensibles co-incidentally. For neither sound nor colour 
nor smell contributes anything to nourishment, whereas flavour is 
among the objects of touch. 

Hunger and thirst are appetites—the first sort, hunger, for the 
dry and the hot, and the second sort, thirst, for the wet and the 
cold. Flavour is a sort of seasoning of these. 

It will be necessary to clarify these matters later. For now let 
this much be said: to those living things which have touch, desire 
belongs as well. But regarding imagination things are not clear. 
One must inquire into that later. 

In addition to these things, a capacity to move with respect to 
place belongs to some things; and to others both the faculty of 
understanding and reason, for example to humans and to any- 
thing else there may be of this or of a more elevated sort. 

It is clear, then, that in the same way there could be one 20 
account for both soul and figure. For in the one case a figure is 
nothing beyond a triangle and the others following in a series, and 
in the other a soul is nothing beyond the things mentioned. There 
could, however, in the case of figures be a common account which 
fits them all, though it will be peculiar to none; and the same holds 
in the case of the souls mentioned. For this reason, it is ludicrous 25 


Nn 


= 


(0) 


= 


5 


27 


414b DE ANIMA BOOK II 


to seek a common account in these cases, or in other cases, an 
account which is not peculiar to anything which exists, and which 
does not correspond to any proper and indivisible species, while 
neglecting what is of this sort. Consequently, one must ask indi- 
vidually what the soul of each is, for example, what the soul of a 
plant is, and what the soul of a man or a beast is.!° 
What holds in the case of the soul is very close to what holds 
30 concerning figures: for in the case of both figures and ensouled 
things, what is prior is always present potentially in what follows 
in a series—for example, the triangle in the square, and the 
nutritive faculty in the perceptual faculty. One must investigate 
415a the reason why they are thus in a series. For the percepual faculty 
is not without the nutritive, though the nutritive faculty is separ- 
ated from the perceptual in plants. Again, without touch, none 
of the other senses are present, though touch is present without 
5 the others; for many animals have neither sight nor hearing nor 
a sense of smell. Also, among things capable of perceiving, 
some have motion in respect of place, while others do not. 
Lastly, and most rarely, some have reasoning and understand- 
ing. For among perishable things, to those to which reasoning 
belongs all the remaining capacities also belong, though it is not 
10 the case that reasoning belongs to each of those with each of the 
others. Rather, imagination does not belong to some, while 
others live by this alone. A different account will deal with 
theoretical reason. 
It is clear, therefore, that the account of each of these will also 
be the most appropriate account concerning the soul. 


CHAPTER 4 


415a14 It is necessary for anyone who is going to conduct an inquiry into 
15 these things to grasp what each of them is, and then to investigate 

in the same way things closest to them as well as other features. 

And if one ought to say what each of these is, for example, what 

the intellective or perceptual or nutritive faculty is, then one 

should first say what reasoning is and what perceiving is, since 
actualities and actions are prior in account to potentialities. But 

20 if this is so, and their corresponding objects are prior to them,!” 

it would for the same reason be necessary to make some 
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determinations about, for instance, nourishment and the objects 
of perception and reasoning. 

The result is that one must speak first of nourishment and 
generation; for the nutritive soul also belongs to the others as 
well. This is both the first and most common capacity of the soul, 
in virtue of which living belongs to all living things, a capacity 
whose functions are generating and making use of nutrition. For 
the most natural among the functions belonging to living things, 
at least those which are complete and neither deformed nor 
spontaneously generated, is this: to make another such as itself, 
an animal an animal and a plant a plant, so that it may, insofar as 
it is able, partake of the everlasting and the divine. For that is 
what everything desires, and for the sake of that everything does 
whatever it does in accordance with nature. (‘That for the sake of 
which’ is spoken of in two ways: that on account of which and 
that for which.) Since, then, these things are incapable of sharing 
in the everlasting and the divine by existing continuously (because 
among perishable things nothing can remain the same and one in 
number), each has a share insofar as it is able to partake in this, 
some more and some less, and remains not itself but such as it is, 
not one in number but one in form. 

The soul is the cause and principle of the living body. As these 
things are spoken of in many ways, so the soul is spoken of as a 
cause in the three of the ways delineated: for the soul is a cause as 
the source of motion, as that for the sake of which, and as the 
substance of ensouled bodies. 

That it is a cause as substance is clear: for substance is the cause 
of being for all things, and living is being for living things, while 
the cause and principle of living is the soul. Further, actuality is 
the organization (logos) of that which is potentially. 

It is evident that the soul is a cause as that for the sake of which: 
just as reason acts for the sake of something, in the same way 
nature does so as well; and this is its end. And in living beings the 
soul is naturally such a thing.'® For all ensouled bodies are organs 
of the soul—just as it is for the bodies of animals, so is it for the 
bodies of plants—since they are for the sake of the soul.!? ‘That 
for the sake of which’ is spoken of in two ways: that on account of 
which and that for which. 

Moreover, the soul is also that from which motion in respect of 
place first arises, though this capacity does not belong to all living 
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things. There are also alteration and growth in virtue of the soul; 
for perception seems to be a sort of alteration, and nothing 
perceives which does not partake of the soul. The same holds 
for both growth and decay; for nothing which is not nourished 
decays or grows naturally, and nothing is nourished which does 
not have a share of life. 

Empedocles was not right when he added that growth occurs 
for plants downwards, when they take root, because earth is 
naturally borne in this direction, and upward growth occurs 
because fire moves in a like manner. Nor even does he understand 
up and down rightly. For up and down are not the same for all 
things as for the universe; rather, as the head is in animals, so the 
roots are in plants, if it is because of their functions that one ought 
to say that organs are the same or different. Moreover, what is it 
that holds fire and earth together, even though they are borne in 
opposite directions? For they will be torn apart if there is nothing 
which hinders them. If there is something, however, this will be 
the soul—the cause of growing and being nourished. 

The nature of fire seems to some to be without qualification the 
cause of nourishment and growth, since among bodies fire alone 
is evidently something which is nourished and grows. On this 
basis, one might suppose fire to be what accomplishes this in 
plants and animals. It is, however, a sort of co-cause, and most 
surely not a cause without qualification; the cause is, rather, the 
soul. For fire’s growth is without limit, so long as there is some- 
thing combustible. By contrast, for all things naturally consti- 
tuted, there is a limit and an organization (logos) of both size and 
growth. These things belong to the soul, and not to fire, and to the 
organization (logos) rather than to the matter. 

Since the same capacity of soul is both nutritive and generative, 
it is necessary to determine what concerns nutrition first; for it is 
in virtue of this function that it is marked off from the other 
capacities. Nutrition seems to be from a contrary to its contrary, 
though not from every contrary to every contrary, but only those 
contraries which have not only generation from one another but 
also growth. For many things are generated from one another, 
but not all of them are quantities, as, for example, the healthy 
from the sick. Nor even among growing contraries does it appear 
that nourishment is reciprocally one from the other: whereas 
water is nourishment for fire, fire does not nourish water. Now 
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then, in the case of simple bodies it seems most true that the one is 
nourishment and the other nourished. 

Yet there is a difficulty. Some say that like is nourished by like 
just as like grows by like. By contrast, as we said earlier, it seems 30 
to others that contrary is nourished by contrary, since like is 
unaffected by like, and that nourishment changes, and is digested, 
while every change is into its opposite or an intermediary. Fur- 
ther, nourishment is in some way affected by what is nourished, 
but what is nourished is not affected by nourishment, just as a 35 
carpenter is not affected by the matter, but it is affected by him. 416b 
The carpenter changes only from idleness into activity. 

It makes a difference whether nourishment is what is added last 
or first. If it is both, in one instance undigested and in the other 
digested, it would be possible to call either nourishment. For 5 
insofar as it is undigested, contrary is nourished by contrary; and 
insofar as it is digested, like is nourished by like. As a consequence, 
evidently each side will be in one way correct and in another way 
incorrect. 

Since nothing which does not partake of life is nourished, what 
is nourished would be the ensouled body, insofar as it is ens- 10 
ouled, with the result that nourishment is relative—and not 
co-incidentally—to what is ensouled. 

There is a difference, however, between being nourishment and 
being able to produce growth in something. For insofar as an 
ensouled thing is a particular quantity, something is capable of 
producing growth in it, while insofar as it is some this and a 
substance, something is nourishment for it. For what is ensouled 
preserves its substance and exists as long as it is nourished; and it is 
capable of generating not the very thing which is nourished, but 15 
rather something like what is nourished, since its substance already 
exists and nothing generates itself, but rather preserves itself. 

Consequently, this principle of the soul is a capacity of the sort 
which preserves the thing which has it, as the sort of thing it is, 
while nutrition equips it to be active. Hence, whatever has been 
deprived of nutrition cannot exist. 

Since it is right to name each thing after its end, and here the 
end is to generate another such as itself, it would be right to call 
this primary soul generative of another such as itself.°° 

Since these are three things—what is nourished, that by which 20 
it is nourished, and what nourishes—that which nourishes is the 
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primary soul; that which is nourished is the body which has the 
primary soul; and the nourishment is that by which it is nour- 
ished. And that by which something nourishes is twofold, just as 
that by which one steers is both the hand and the rudder, the one 
both producing movement and itself moving, and the other 
merely moving. It is necessary that all nourishment be able to 
be digested; and what is hot effects digestion. For this reason, 
everything ensouled has heat. 

So, it has been said in outline what nourishment is. It is to be 
made completely clear later, in the appropriate discussion. 


CHAPTER 5 


With these things determined, let us discuss what is common to 
the whole of perception. Perception arises in both being moved 
and being affected, just as was said; for it seems to be a kind of 
alteration. Some also say that like is affected by like; and we have 
said how this is possible or impossible in our general discussions 
on acting and being affected. 

There is a puzzle as to why there is no perception of the senses 
themselves, and why they do not produce perception without 
external objects, even though present in them are fire, earth, and 
the other elements of which there is perception either in them- 
selves or in respect of their co-incidental properties. It is clear, 
then, that the perceptual faculty is not actual, but only in poten- 
tiality; for this reason it does not perceive, just as what is com- 
bustible does not burn by itself without something capable of 
burning it. For otherwise it would burn itself, and would have 
no need of any actually existing fire. 

Since we speak of perceiving in two ways—for we speak of that 
which potentially hears or sees as hearing and seeing, even if it 
should happen to be sleeping, and also of that which is already 
actively seeing or hearing—perception will also be spoken of in 
two ways, in one case as potential and in the other as actual; and 
the same for the object of perception, in one case as potential and 
in the other as actual. 

First, then, let us speak as if being affected and being moved 
and being actual were the same; for motion is a kind of actuality, 
however incomplete, as was said in other writings. Everything is 
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affected and moved by what is capable of producing such a result 
and is in actuality. There is, accordingly, a sense in which like is 
affected by like and there is a sense in which unlike is affected by 
unlike, just as we have said; for something unlike is affected, but 20 
once affected it is like. 

One must also draw a distinction concerning potentiality and 
actuality. For we have just now been speaking of them without 
qualification. In the first case, something is a knower in the way in 
which we might say that a human knows because humans belong 
to the class of knowers and to those things which have knowledge; 
but in the second case, we say directly that the one who has 25 
grammatical knowledge knows. These are not in the same way 
potential knowers; instead, the first one because his genus and 
matter are of a certain sort, and the other because he has the 
potential to contemplate whensoever he wishes, so long as noth- 
ing external hinders him. Yet another sort of knower is the one 
already contemplating, who is in actuality and strictly knowing 
this A. In the first two cases, then, those knowing in potentiality 30 
come to be knowers in actuality, but the first one by being altered 
through learning, with frequent changes from a contrary state; 
and the other, from having arithmetical or grammatical know- 417b 
ledge and not actualizing it to actualizing in another way. 

Nor is being affected unqualified. Rather, in one way it is a 
kind of destruction by a contrary, and in another way it is rather a 
preservation of what is in potentiality by what is in actuality, and 
of what is like something in the way potentiality is in relation to 5 
actuality. For whenever the one who has knowledge comes to 
contemplate, he is either not altered, since this is a progression 
into the same state and into actuality, or his is a different kind of 
alteration. For this reason, it is inappropriate to say that one 
who understands is altered whenever he understands, in just the 
way it is inappropriate to say that the builder is altered when- 
ever he builds. Hence, leading one who thinks or understands Io 
into actuality from potentiality is not teaching, but properly has 
some other name; whereas the one who, from being in potenti- 
ality, learns and receives knowledge from one who is in actual- 
ity, and able to teach, either should not be said to be affected 
or there are two types of alteration, one a change towards 
conditions of privation and the other towards positive states 15 
and a thing’s nature. 
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In what is capable of perceiving, the first change is brought 
about by the parent; what is born also already has perception, just 
as we have knowledge. Actually perceiving is spoken of in a way 
similar to contemplation. But there is a difference: what is capable 
of producing this actuality, the object of sight and hearing and so 
on for the remaining objects of perception, is external. The reason 
is that actual perception is of particulars, whereas knowledge is of 
universals, which are in a sense in the soul itself. Consequently, 
reasoning is up to oneself, whenever one wishes; but perceiving is 
not up to oneself, since it is necessary for the object of perception 
to be present. This holds in the same way for the types of know- 
ledge which concern objects of perception, and for the same 
reason, namely that the objects of perception are particulars 
and are external. 

There may come an appropriate time later to clarify these 
things. For now, let this much be distinguished: that what is 
spoken of as being in potentiality is not without qualification, 
but rather in the first case as when we say that the child is 
potentially a general, and in the second, as when we say this of 
someone who is at the right age; and it is in this way that we speak 
of what is capable of perceiving. Since the difference between these 
has no name, though the boundary between them has been 
drawn—that they are different and how they are different—it is 
necessary to use ‘being affected’ and ‘being altered’ as though they 
were the appropriate names. 

What is capable of perceiving is in potentiality such as the 
object of perception is already in actuality, as was just said. 
Hence, it is affected while being unlike what affects it, but when 
it has been affected, it has been made like it and is such as what 
affected it is. 


CHAPTER 6 


In the case of each sense, it is necessary to speak first about 
perceptible objects. Perceptible objects are spoken of in three 
ways: in two cases we say perceptible objects are perceived in 
their own right, and in one co-incidentally. Of the first two, one 
is exclusive to an individual sense and the other common to 
them all. 
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By exclusive I mean what cannot be perceived by another sense 
and about what one cannot be deceived. For example, sight is of 
colour, hearing is of sound, and taste is of flavour, whereas touch 
has a number of different objects. In any case, each sense discerns 
these and is not deceived that there is colour or that there is 15 
sound—as opposed to what or where the coloured or sounding 
thing is. Accordingly, these sorts of objects are said to be exclusive 
to each sense. 

Common objects include motion, rest, number, shape, and 
magnitude, since these sorts of objects are exclusive to no one 
sense but are, rather, common to them all. For in some cases 
movement is an object of perception for both touch and sight. 

Something is said to be an object of perception co-incidentally 20 
if, for example, the white thing should be the son of Diares. There 
is co-incidental perception of him, because he coincides with the 
white thing, of which there is perception. For this reason, one is 
not affected by an object of perception insofar as it is such a thing 
as the son of Diares. 

Among things perceived in their own right, exclusive objects 
are properly perceptible objects; and it is to these that the essence 
of each sense is naturally relative. 25 


CHAPTER 7 


That of which there is sight is the visible. The visible is both 418a26 
colour and something which it is possible to describe in words, 

but which has no name. (What we mean will be clear as we 
proceed.) 

The visible is colour, and that which is on the surface of what is 
visible in its own right—in its own right not by definition, but 
because it contains within itself the cause of its being visible. 30 
Every colour is capable of setting in motion that which is actually 418b 
transparent; and this is its nature. Consequently, nothing is visible 
without light. Rather, the colour of each thing is always seen 
in light. 

Accordingly, one must say first what light is. There is, to be 
sure, the transparent. By transparent I mean that which is visible, 
not strictly speaking in its own right but due to the colour of 5 
something else. Of this sort are air, water, and many solids; these 
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are not transparent insofar as they are air or water, but because 
there is an indwelling nature which is the same in them both, as 
well as in the everlasting body above. And light is the actuality of 
this, the transparent, insofar as it is transparent. Where this is 
there is also, potentially, darkness. Light is a sort of colour of the 
transparent, whenever it is made in actuality transparent by fire or 
something that is like the body above; for something one and the 
same belongs to this and to fire. 

We have said, then, what the transparent is and what light is: 
light is neither fire nor in general a body nor an effluence from any 
body, since in that case it too would be a body. Rather, it is the 
presence of fire or something of this sort in the transparent. For 
two bodies cannot be in the same place at the same time. Further, 
darkness seems to be the contrary of light. It is also the case that 
darkness is the absence of this sort of positive state from the 
transparent; the result is plainly that its presence is light. 

Empedocles was wrong, together with anyone else who char- 
acterized light as something borne along and as extending?! for a 
time between the earth and what surrounds it, but as escaping our 
notice. For this is contrary to what reason makes clear and also to 
the phenomena: it might escape our notice in a short interval, but 
it is too much to ask that it should escape our notice over the 
distance from east to west. 

It is also the case that the colourless is capable of receiving 
colour, and the soundless sound. The transparent is colourless, as 
is the invisible, or what is barely seen, as a dark thing seems. The 
transparent is this sort of thing—not when it is in actuality 
transparent, but when it is potentially so. For the same nature is 
sometimes darkness and sometimes light. 

It is not the case that all visible things are in light; rather, only 
the colour proper to each thing is. For some things are not seen in 
the light, but produce perception in the dark, for example, things 
appearing fiery and glowing (there is no one name for them), for 
example mushrooms, horn,” and the heads, scales, and eyes of 
fish; the colour proper to none of these is seen. The reason why 
these are seen requires another discussion. 

For now, this much is evident: what is seen in light is colour, 
which, accordingly, is not seen without light. For being colour is 
the same as being capable of setting in motion what is actually 
transparent,” and the actuality of the transparent is light. 
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Evidently an indication of this: if someone should place what has 
colour upon the eye itself, it will not be seen. Rather, colour 
moves the transparent, e.g. air, and the sensory organ is moved 
by this, which is continuous. 

Democritus is wrong to think that if the intervening medium 15 
were a void, even an ant in heaven would be seen clearly. For this 
is impossible, since seeing comes to be when what is capable of 
perceiving is affected by something. Hence, while it is impossible 
that it be affected by the very colour seen, what remains, surely, is 
that it be affected by the intervening medium. Consequently, 
there must be an intervening medium. If it were a void, it is not 20 
that things would not be seen clearly, but rather that nothing 
would be seen at all. 

The reason why it is necessary that colour is seen in the light 
has been stated. Fire is seen in both, in darkness and in light, and 
this too is of necessity. For it is by this that the transparent comes 
to be transparent. 

The same account also pertains to sound and odour. For 25 
neither of these produces perception when touching the sensory 
organ. Rather, an intervening medium is moved by odour or 
sound, and each of the sensory organs is moved by this. Whenever 
one puts something sounding or something with an odour upon 
the sensory organ itself, it will not produce perception. Things are 
similar concerning touch and taste, though this does not appear 30 
to be so; the reason why will be clear later. 

The intervening medium for sound is air, while that of odour is 
nameless. For there is a quality common to air and water, which, 
present in them both, is to what has odour as the transparent is to 
colour. For evidently even animals living in water have percep- 35 
tion of odour. But man, together with all land animals that 419b 
breathe, cannot smell when not breathing. The reason for these 
things will also be stated later. 


CHAPTER 8 


Now, let us first determine the facts concerning sound and hear- 419b4 
ing. There is sound in two ways, as something actual and as a 5 
potentiality. We deny that some things have sound, e.g. sponge 

and wool, and affirm that other things have it, e.g. bronze and 
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whatever is solid and smooth, because they can make sound (that 
is, each can produce an actual sound between itself and the organ 
of hearing). 

Actual sound always occurs as the sound of something, in 
relation to something, and in something; for what produces it is 
an impact. Accordingly, it is also impossible for sound to occur 
when there is just one thing, since what strikes and what is struck 
are different, so that what makes a sound does so in relation to 
something. And without movement, no impact occurs. Still, as we 
said, it is not an impact of whatever happens to be around; for if 
one were to strike wool, no sound would be made. Rather, it is 
bronze and whatever is smooth and hollow; bronze because it is 
smooth, while hollow things produce many impacts after the 
first by reverberating, since what has been set in motion is unable 
to escape. 

Further, sound is heard in air, and in water, though less so. But 
it is not the case that either air or water is chiefly responsible for 
sound; rather, it is necessary that there be an impact of solid 
objects with one another and with the air. This occurs when 
impacted air remains and is not dispersed. Accordingly, whenever 
air is impacted swiftly and violently, it makes a sound. For the 
motion of what does the striking must outpace the dissolution of 
the air, just as if someone were to strike a swiftly moving pile or 
string of sand. 

An echo occurs whenever air, having become a unit because a 
confining receptacle precludes its dispersing, rebounds like a ball. 
It seems likely that an echo always occurs, though it is indistinct, 
since things surely turn out in the case of sound as they do in the 
case of light. For light is always reflected (for otherwise light 
would not come to be everywhere; rather, there would be dark- 
ness outside of what is lit by the sun), though it is not reflected as it 
is from water, bronze, or any other smooth objects, so as to 
produce a shadow, by which light is bounded.?* 

The void is rightly said to be chiefly responsible for hearing: the 
air seems to be a void, and it is this which produces hearing, 
whenever it is moved as something unified and continuous. But 
because of its being friable no sound occurs, unless what is 
impacted is smooth. In that case, the air comes to be unified all 
at once, because of the surface, since the surface of a smooth 
object is unified. 
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What is capable of producing sound, then, is that which is 
capable of moving continuously unified air up to the organ of 
hearing. Air is congenital to the organ of hearing; because the air 
is unified,’ when the outside air is in motion, the inside air is 
moved. Consequently, it is not everywhere that an animal hears; 
the air does not penetrate everywhere, since it does not have 
air everywhere. Rather, the part which is going to be moved 
has air.7° 

By itself, air is soundless, because of its being easily dispersed; 
but whenever it is prevented from dispersing, its movement is 
sound. The air inside the ears has been encased, in order to be 
unmoving, so that it can accurately perceive all the variations of 
motion. And it is because of these things that we also hear in 
water, seeing that the water does not penetrate the very air which 
is congenital to the organ of hearing; or, rather, it does not even 
penetrate into the organ of hearing, because it is spiralled. When- 
ever that does happen, one does not hear; nor does one hear when 
the tympanic membrane is worn out, just as obtains as well for the 
eye’s cornea.” And the ear’s resonating as a horn does is no 
indication of whether we hear or not;”° for the air internal to 
the ear is forever moving with its own motion, whereas sound is 
foreign to the ear and not private. And because of this some 
people say that hearing occurs by means of what is void and 
resonating, because we hear by means of what has bounded 
air within it. 

Which makes a sound: the thing struck or the thing which 
strikes? Or is it in fact both, each in a different way? For it is 
also the case that sound is the motion of what is potentially 
moved in the way that things which rebound from smooth sur- 
faces rapped by someone are. But surely, as was said, not every 
case of striking and being struck makes a sound, e.g. if a needle 
were to knock against a needle. Rather, it is necessary that 
the thing struck be smooth, so that a mass of air is rebounded 
and vibrated. 

The varieties of things which make sound are made clear in 
actual sound. For just as colours are not seen without light, so 
sharp and flat are not heard without sound. The sharp and flat are 
spoken of in a way transferred from tangible things: for what is 
sharp moves perception greatly in a short time, whereas the flat 
moves it a little in a long time. The sharp is not just quick, nor the 
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flat slow; rather, the one sort of motion comes about because of 
quickness, and that of the other because of slowness. And this 
seems to have an analogue in what is sharp and blunt in the case 
of touch: the sharp, for instance, pierces, while the blunt, for 
instance, forces, because in one case the motion is short and 
in the other long, so that the one turns out to be quick and the 
other slow. 

Let so much be determined about sound. Voice is a certain sort 
of sound, one belonging to the ensouled; for nothing without a 
soul is vocal, but is instead said to vocalize by way of likeness, e.g. 
a flute, lyre, or any other soulless thing with register, melody, and 
articulation. That is reasonable, since voice has these as well. 
Many animals lack voice, for example, both the bloodless and, 
among those with blood, fish (something which is also reasonable, 
since sound is a certain sort of movement of air). Those fish which 
are said to have voices, e.g. those in the Achelous, make sounds 
with their gills or some other such part, whereas voice is not a 
sound originating from just any random part of an animal. 
Rather, since everything makes sound when something is struck 
and something strikes in something, which is the air, it would be 
reasonable that only those animals which draw in air have a 
voice. For nature at that point makes use of the inhaled air for 
two functions, just as it uses the tongue for both taste and articu- 
lation. Of these, taste is the necessary one (for which reason it also 
belongs to more animals), while the power of speech is for the 
sake of well-being. In the same way, nature uses breath both 
for internal heating, since, for a reason to be stated elsewhere, 
that is necessary, and also for the voice, so that one may attain 
well-being. 

The organ for breathing is the windpipe; this part exists for the 
sake of the lung. For it is in virtue of this part that land animals 
have more heat than other animals. The area around the heart 
also needs breath in a primary way. It is accordingly necessary 
that the air comes in by being breathed in. 

Consequently, voice is an impact, effected by the soul in these 
parts, of the inhaled air upon what is called the trachea. For, as 
we have said, not every sound belonging to an animal is voice: it is 
also possible to make a sound with the tongue or as those who 
cough do. Rather, it is necessary for what does the striking to be 
ensouled and to proceed with a definite imagination, since it is 
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certainly the case that voice is a definite significant sound, and not 
merely that of inhaled air, as in a cough. Rather, with this air an 
animal strikes the air in the trachea against the trachea itself. As 
evidence of this: it is not possible to vocalize while inhaling or 
exhaling, but only when holding one’s breath. For it is with this 
air that the one holding his breath initiates motion. This is evi- 
dently why fish have no voices: they do not have windpipes. They 
do not have this part because they do not take in air or inhale. The 
reason why is a separate discussion. 


CHAPTER 9 


Matters concerning smell and the object of smell are less easy to 
determine than those that have already been discussed: it is not 
clear what sort of thing smell is, not in the way that it is in the 
cases of sound and colour. The reason for this is that we do not 
have this sense with precision, but are inferior to many animals. 
For humans smell things weakly and do not perceive any object 
of smell without its being painful or pleasant, because the sensory 
organ is imprecise. It is also likely that hard-eyed animals per- 
ceive colours in this way, and that the variations among colours 
are not especially clear for them, excepting those which do and do 
not inspire fear. So too is the human race when it comes to smells. 

For smell seems analogous to taste, and the kinds of flavours 
are similarly analogous to the kinds of smell, but we have a more 
precise sense of taste because of its being a sort of touch, and this 
is the sense which is most precise in humans. For in the other 
senses humans are surpassed by many other animals, whereas in 
the case of touch humans differ from the others in being by a long 
measure more precise. Humans are, accordingly, the most intel- 
ligent of animals. As an indication of this: in the human race, 
natural aptitude depends upon this sensory faculty but not upon 
any other. For whereas those with hard flesh have no natural 
aptitude for thought, those with delicate flesh do. 

It is also the case that just as some flavours are sweet and 
others bitter, so it is with smells, though in some cases smell and 
flavour correspond (I mean the sort of thing with a sweet smell 
and a sweet flavour), and in other cases they are opposite one 
another. Similarly, smells are also pungent, grating, sharp, or 
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oily. But just as we said, because smells, unlike flavours, are not 
especially clear, they have taken their names from things by way 
of likeness:?? a sweet smell from saffron or honey, and a pungent 
smell from thyme or other things of this sort, and in the same way 
in other cases. 

It is also the case that smell is like hearing and each of the other 
senses: hearing is of the audible and inaudible; sight is of the 
visible and invisible; and smelling is of the scented and unscented. 
Some things are unscented on account of its being generally 
impossible that they have a smell and others because of their 
having a slight or weak smell. And the same may be said for the 
untasteable. 

It is also the case that smelling takes place through a medium 
like air or water; for water animals, those with blood and those 
without alike, also seem to perceive smell, just as those in the air 
do. For some of these come upon food from far away, having 
been guided by smell. 

For this reason, there appears to be a problem: if all things 
smell in a similar way, and yet a human smells when inhaling, 
though when he is not inhaling but rather exhaling or holding his 
breath he does not smell, neither from afar nor from what is near, 
not even if something scented has been placed on the inside of his 
nostril. And while it is common to all animals that something 
placed upon the sensory organ itself is imperceptible, it is peculiar 
to humans to fail to perceive without inhaling. (That is clear from 
experiments.) The result is that bloodless animals, since they do 
not inhale, would have some other sense beyond those already 
mentioned. But that is impossible, if it is smell they perceive; for 
the perception of an object of smell, both the malodorous and 
the aromatic, is smelling. Moreover, strong smells which are 
evidently destructive to them are the very ones which are destruc- 
tive to humans: bitumen, sulphur, and that sort of thing. It is 
necessary, then, that they smell, but not by inhaling. 

It is likely that in humans this sensory organ differs from that of 
the other animals, just as their eyes do from those of the hard- 
eyed animals. For humans have eyelids as protection and as a 
case, as it were; without moving them or drawing them up, a 
human does not see. Hard-eyed animals, however, have nothing 
of this sort, but see straightaway what comes to pass in the 
transparent. It is similarly likely that the sensory organ for smell 
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in some is uncovered, like the eye, but in those which take in air it 422a 
has a covering which is drawn back when they inhale, the veins 
and passageways being dilated. And because of this, animals 
which inhale do not smell in water; for it is necessary that they 
smell while inhaling, something it is impossible to do in water. 5 

It is also the case that smell belongs to what is dry, just as 
flavour belongs to what is moist, and the sensory organ for smell 
is potentially of such a sort. 


CHAPTER 10 


An object of taste is something tangible; and it is for this reason 422a8 
not perceptible through the medium of a foreign body, since 
touch does not come about this way.*° And the body in which 10 
the flavour is, the object of taste, is in moisture, which is its 
matter. This is something tangible. Consequently, even if we 
were in water, we would perceive something sweet which had 
been thrown into it; but our perception would not be through a 
medium, but by something’s having been mixed with the water, 
just as in the case of a drink. Colour is not seen in this way, by 
having been mixed, nor by means of emanations. Hence, nothing 15 
is present as a medium; but as colour is the object of sight, so 
flavour is the object of taste. Nothing produces the perception of 
flavour without moisture; rather, it is what has moisture in actual- 

ity or in potentiality, as something salty, for example, does. For it 

is both itself easily dissolved and also melds with the tongue. 

Sight is of the visible and the invisible (for darkness is invisible, 20 
and sight discriminates this too), and, moreover, of that which is 
overly bright (for this too is invisible, though in a different way 
from that in which darkness is); similarly, hearing is of both 
sound and silence, the one as something heard and the other as 
something unheard, and of very loud sound in the way that sight 
is of what is very bright (for just as a small sound is inaudible, so 25 
too, in a certain way, is a great and violent sound). What is 
invisible is so called in one way when something is completely 
invisible, just as in other cases where something is impossible, but 
in another way, when something happens to lack or have only 
slightly what it naturally has,?! as in the cases of what is footless 
or pipless. In the same way, then, taste is of the tasteable and of 
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30 the untasteable (this being what has a slight or weak flavour, or 
what is destructive to the sense of taste). 

The starting point seems to be the drinkable and the undrink- 
able, since taste is in a certain way of both, in the one case of 
something weak and destructive, while in the other it is natural.?? 
It is also the case that what is drinkable is common to touch 
and taste. 

422b Since the tasteable is something moist, its sensory organ must 
be neither moist in actuality nor incapable of being moistened. 
For taste is something affected by the object of taste insofar as it is 
an object of taste. It is necessary, then, that the sensory faculty of 
taste, though it is not itself something moist, be capable of being 
5 moistened and of being preserved when moistened. As an indica- 
tion of this: the tongue perceives when it is neither completely dry 
nor excessively wet. In the latter case, this is in virtue of touching 
the moisture first there,>* just as when someone who has tasted a 
strong flavour then tastes another flavour, and as happens, for 
example, to the sick: everything seems bitter, because of their 
perceiving with a tongue full of moisture of that sort. 

10 As in the case of colours, the simple flavours are opposites: 
sweet and bitter. Standing alongside the one is the oily and the 
other the salty; and between these are the pungent, the grating, 
the sour, and the sharp—for these seem to be pretty much the 
variations among flavours. Consequently, what is capable of 

15 tasting is this sort of thing in potentiality, while the object of 
taste is what is capable of making it so in actuality. 


CHAPTER 11 


422b17 The same account holds for touch and the tangible. For if touch is 
not one sense, but several, then it will be necessary for there to be 

several perceptible objects of touch as well. But there is a diffi- 

20 culty whether these are several or one, and another difficulty 
concerning what sensory organ belongs to the capacity of 
touch—whether this is flesh and something analogous in the 

other animals, or not, or if flesh is rather a medium, with the 
primary sensory organ being something else, something internal. 

Every sense seems to be of a single pair of contraries: sight of 

25 white and black; hearing of high and low; taste of bitter and 
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sweet. But among the objects of touch are included many pairs of 
contraries: hot and cold, dry and wet, hard and soft, and whatever 
else is of this sort. 

There is a solution for at least this difficulty, namely that in the 
case of the other senses there are also several pairs of opposites. 
For example, in spoken sound there is not only highness and 
lowness, but also loudness and softness, and smoothness and 
roughness of voice, as well as other things of this sort. There 
are also other such variations in the case of colour. Still, it is 
not yet clear what one thing is the substrate for touch, as sound is 
for hearing. 

Regarding whether the sensory organ for touch is internal or is 
not, or is rather the flesh immediately: it does not seem to count as 
evidence that perception occurs at the same time as things are 
handled. For even as things are, if someone had made a sort of 
membrane and were to stretch it around the flesh, it would 
communicate the sensation in the same way, immediately when 
touched. Even so, it is clear that there is no sensory organ in this 
(though if it were to become naturally attached, the perception 
would pass through it still more quickly). Consequently, this sort 
of bodily part seems related to us as the air around us would be if 
it were to become naturally affixed to us. For then we would have 
thought that we perceived sound and colour and smell by some 
one thing, and that sight and hearing and smelling were one 
individual sense. As things are, though, because that through 
which motions come about is detached from us, the organs men- 
tioned are patently different. But in the case of touch, this is, as 
things stand, unclear. 

For it is not possible for an ensouled body to be constituted 
out of air or water, since it is necessary that it be something 
solid. It remains, then, that it is a mixture of earth and these, as 
flesh and its analogue tend to be. Consequently, it is necessary 
that the body be a naturally attached medium belonging to the 
faculty of touch, through which perceptions, which are several, 
come about. That they are several is clear from touch in the case 
of the tongue: it perceives all objects of touch at the same part as 
it perceives flavour. If, then, the remaining flesh were to perceive 
flavour, taste and touch would seem to be one and the same 
sense; but as things are, they are two, because of there being no 
interchangeability. 
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Someone might raise a difficulty: every body has depth; and 
this is the third dimension; yet when between two bodies there is 
another body, these cannot touch one another; and what is wet or 
moist does not occur without body, but instead either is or 
contains water; and it is necessary that things which touch each 
other in water have water between them, since they are not dry at 
their edges, when their extremities are full of water. If this is true, 
it will be impossible for them to touch one another in water; in the 
same way, they will not be able to touch one another in the air 
either. (For air is related to the things in air in a manner similar to 
the way water is related to things in water, though this is more 
likely to escape our notice, just as it will more likely escape the 
notice of animals living in water if something moist touches 
something moist.) The difficulty is then whether perception in 
all cases proceeds similarly, or whether different cases proceed 
differently, just as it now seems that while taste and touch occur 
by means of touching, the others occur at a distance. 

But this is not the case. Rather, we perceive the hard and the 
soft through other things, just as we do that which can sound, as 
well as the objects of sight and smell. But we perceive some of 
these from afar, and others from up close, for which reason it 
escapes our notice—since we do perceive all things through some 
intermediary, though in some cases this escapes our notice. Even 
so, just as we also said earlier, even if we were to perceive all 
tangible things through a membrane without noticing that it lay 
between us and them, we would be in much the same condition as 
we are now, in fact, in water and air. For we now suppose 
ourselves to touch the objects themselves, with nothing happening 
through an intermediary. 

Still, the object of touch differs from the objects of sight and 
hearing, since we perceive these latter because the medium affects 
us in some way, whereas we perceive the objects of touch not in 
virtue of having been affected by the medium but simultaneously 
with the medium, as when someone is struck through a shield. 
For it is not the case that the shield hit its wearer after it was 
struck; rather, both co-incided in being struck simultaneously. 

In general, it would seem that flesh and the tongue are related 
to their sensory organ just as, in each case, air and water are 
related to sight, hearing, and smelling. When the sensory organ 
itself has been touched, no perception could occur in either this or 
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that case, as if, for example, someone were to place a white body 
upon the surface of the eye. In this way too it is clear that the 
capacity to perceive an object of touch is internal. It would turn 
out here just as it has in the other cases: one does not perceive 
things placed upon the sensory organ, but one does perceive what 
is placed upon the flesh. Consequently, flesh is the medium per- 
taining to the faculty of touch. 

The objects of touch are then the distinguishing features of a 
body insofar as it is a body. By distinguishing features I mean 
those which characterize the elements which we spoke about 
earlier in our writings on the elements: hot and cold, dry and 
wet. The sensory organ for these, that which is able to touch, and 
that in which the sense called touch primarily belongs, is that part 


25 


30 


which is potentially such as these are. For perceiving is a sort of 424a 


being affected; consequently, the thing which acts makes that 
which is in potentiality such as it is itself in actuality. 
Accordingly, we do not perceive what is hot and cold, or hard 
and soft, in measures equal to ourselves, but only excesses, since 
perception is a sort of a mean between the contraries present in 
perceptible objects. And because of this it discriminates percep- 
tible objects; for the mean is capable of discriminating, since it 
comes to be, relative to either one or the other, its opposite 
extreme. And just as it is necessary for what is going to perceive 
white and black to be neither of these in actuality, but both in 


potentiality (and so on for the other cases), so too in the case of Io 


touch it must be neither hot nor cold. 

Further, just as sight was in a certain way of the visible and the 
invisible, and as the remaining senses were similarly of opposites, 
so too is touch of the tangible and the intangible. The intangible 
includes both that which has an extremely faint distinguishing 
feature of tangible things, e.g. the air, and the excesses among 
tangible things, just as those which are destructive are. 

What pertains to each of the senses, then, has been described 
in outline. 


CHAPTER 12 


It is necessary to grasp, concerning the whole of perception gener- 
ally, that perception is what is capable of receiving perceptible 
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forms without the matter, as wax receives the seal of a signet ring 
without the iron or gold. It acquires the golden or the metallic seal, 
but not insofar as it is gold or metal. In a similar way, perception is 
also in each case affected by what has the colour or taste or sound, 
but not insofar as each of these is said to be something, but rather 
insofar as each is of a certain quality, and corresponding to its 
proportion. 

The primary sense organ is that in which this sort of potential- 
ity resides. The sense organ and this potentiality are, then, the 
same, though their being is different. For what does the perceiv- 
ing is a certain magnitude; nevertheless being capable of percep- 
tion is not; nor is perception a magnitude, but is rather a certain 
proportion and a potentiality of that thing. 

It is evident from these considerations why excesses in the 
objects of perception destroy the sensory organs. For should a 
motion be too strong for the organ, then the proportion—and this 
is the sense—is destroyed, just as the attunement and the tone are 
destroyed when the strings of an instrument are thumped. 

And this is why plants do not perceive, even though they have 
one psychic part and are affected in a way by the objects of touch, 
since they are cooled and heated. The reason is that they do not 
have a mean, nor do they have the sort of principle for receiving 
the forms of perceptible things; rather, they are affected with 
the matter. 

Someone might raise a difficulty as to whether what cannot 
smell can be affected by odour in any way, or what cannot see 
by colour, and similarly for the other senses. If the object of 
smell is odour, if it produces anything, then odour produces 
smelling, so that nothing incapable of smelling can be affected 
by odour; and the same argument applies to the other senses. 
Nor can what is capable of perceiving perceive, except insofar as 
it is in each case capable of perceiving. This is also immediately 
clear in this way: neither light and darkness nor sound nor 
odour affects bodies in any way; rather, that in which they are 
does. For example, it is the air accompanying thunder which 
splits timber. 

Still, tangible things and flavours affect bodies. For if they did 
not, what would affect or alter things without souls? Then, will 
the other objects of sense also affect bodies? Or is it rather not the 
case that every body is capable of being affected by odour and 
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sound, and that those so affected are indeterminate, and do not 15 
remain, like the air, for example (for it smells just as if it were 
affected in a certain way)? 

What, then, is smelling beyond being affected by something? 
Or is smelling also perceiving, whereas the air which is affected 
quickly becomes something perceptible? 
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BOOK III 
CHAPTER 1 


That there is no other sense beyond these five (I mean these: sight, 
hearing, smelling, taste, and touch) one might feel confident on 
the basis of the following considerations. For as things are we 
have perception of everything of which touch is the sense (for all 
qualities of the tangible, as tangible, are perceptible by us by 
means of touch); and it will be necessary, if indeed some sense is 
left out, that some sensory organ is also left out. And anything 
which we perceive by handling them is perceptible by means of 
touch, which we do possess, while anything we perceive through 
media and not by handling them we perceive by means of the 
simple bodies (I mean, for example, air and water). And this being 
so, the result is that if two things differing from one another in 
genus are perceptible through one medium, it will be necessary 
that one who possesses this sort of sensory organ be able to 
perceive them both (for example, if a sensory organ is made of 
air and it is also the case that air is the medium of both sound 
and colour); if, however, there is more than one medium for the 
same thing (for example, both air and water are the media of 
colour, since both are transparent), then the one who possesses 
only one or the other of these will perceive whatever is percep- 
tible through both. The sensory organs are made of only two of 
the simple bodies: air and water. (For the pupil is made of 
water, the organ of hearing of air, and the organ of smelling 
of one or the other of these.) Fire belongs either to none of them 
or to all in common, since nothing can perceive without heat, 
while earth belongs either to none or is mixed exclusively and 
especially into touch. It remains, consequently, that no sensory 
organ remains beyond those of water and air, and certain ani- 
mals do in fact have these. 

Hence, all the senses are possessed by those animals which are 
neither imperfect nor defective (for even the mole evidently pos- 
sesses eyes beneath its skin). Consequently, unless there is some 
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other body as well as a quality belonging to none of the bodies 
here now, no sense would be left out. 

Moreover, there cannot be some special sensory organ for the 
common objects, which we perceive co-incidentally by each sense— 
for example, motion, rest, shape, magnitude, number, and unity.°4 
For all of these we perceive by motion: for example, we perceive 
magnitude by motion (and consequently, shape, since shape is a sort 
of magnitude); something at rest in virtue of its not being moved; 
number in virtue of the lack of continuity as well as by the peculiar 
objects of perception (since each sense perceives one thing). 

Consequently, it is clear that there cannot be any special sense 
for these, for instance, for motion. For in this way things will be 
just as they are now when we perceive the sweet by sight: this 
occurs because we as a matter of fact have a perception of them 
both, by which we come to know them at the same time when they 
occur together. Otherwise, we would never perceive such things 
other than co-incidentally. For example, we perceive the son of 
Cleon not because he is the son of Cleon, but because he is a 
white thing, and it is co-incidental to this white thing to be the son 
of Cleon. 

We have common perception of the common objects, however, 
and a not co-incidental one. Thus these are not exclusive objects; 
otherwise, we would not perceive them in any way other than in 
the way just mentioned that we see the son of Cleon.*° 

The senses perceive one another’s exclusive objects co-inciden- 
tally, not insofar as they are the senses they are, but insofar as 
they are one, whenever perception occurs of the same thing at the 
same time, for example of bile that it is bitter and yellow (for it 
most surely does not belong to another sense to say that the two 
are one). This is also why one is deceived when, should something 
be yellow, one thinks it is bile.*° 

Someone might ask for the sake of what we have several senses, 
and not one only. Or is it so that the accompanying common 
things (e.g. motion, magnitude, and number) will be less likely to 
escape our notice? For if there were only sight, and if it were of 
white, such objects would more likely escape our notice and it 
would seem that all things were the same because colour and 
magnitude concurrently accompany one another. As things are, 
since the common objects are also present in some other sense 
object, this makes clear that each of them is something distinct. 
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CHAPTER 2 


Since we perceive that we are seeing and hearing, it is necessary 
that one perceives that one sees either by sight or by some other 
sense. But then the same sense will be of sight and of the under- 
lying colour, with the result that either there will be two senses of 
the same thing or a sense will be of itself. Further, if the sense 
which perceived sight were to be other than sight, then either this 
will carry on into infinity or there will be some sense which will be 
of itself, with the result that one should grant this in the case of the 
first sense. 

But this contains a difficulty: if perceiving by sight is seeing and 
what is seen is either colour or what possesses colour, if one is to 
see that which sees, then that which sees will have colour in a 
primary way. 

It is evident, then, that perceiving by sight is not one thing; for 
even when we are not seeing, we discriminate light and darkness 
by sight, though not in the same way. And, moreover, that which 
is seeing is in a sense coloured. For the sensory organ is in each 
case receptive of the object of perception without its matter; and 
for this reason, even when the objects of sense have gone away, 
perceptions and imaginings remain in the sensory organs. 

The actuality of the object of perception and of the senses are one 
and the same, but their being is different. I mean, for example, 
actual sound and actual hearing. For it is possible for someone who 
has hearing not to be hearing; and what has sound is not always 
making a sound. But whenever what is able to hear is in actuality 
hearing and whatever is able to sound is sounding, then actual 
hearing and actual sounding come about simultaneously. One 
could say of these that the one is hearing and the other sounding. 

If, then, the motion (both acting and being acted upon) is in 
the thing which is being acted upon,”” it is necessary that both the 
sound and the actual hearing be in something potential. For the 
actuality of what produces and causes motion comes about in 
the thing which is affected—for which reason it is not necessary 
that what initiates motion be in motion. Hence, the actuality of 
what is capable of making a sound is sound or sounding, and the 
actuality of what is capable of hearing is hearing or listening. For 
hearing is twofold; and sound is twofold. 
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The same account also applies to the other senses and sensible 
objects. For just as both acting and being affected are in what is 
affected, but not in what is acting, so also is the actuality of the 10 
sensible object and of what is capable of perceiving in what is 
capable of perceiving. But while in some cases each has a name, 
e.g. sounding and hearing, in others one or the other is without a 
name. For the actuality of sight is called seeing, while the actual- 
ity of colour has no name, and tasting is the actuality of what is 
able to taste, while the actuality of flavour has no name. 

And since there is one actuality of the sensible object and what 15 
is capable of perceiving, though their being is different, it is 
necessary that what is spoken of in this way as hearing and 
sounding perish or be preserved at the same time, and so also 
for flavour and tasting, and similarly for the other cases. But this 
is not necessary for those things spoken of as potential. 

Still, the earlier natural philosophers did not speak well on this 20 
point, because they supposed that nothing is white or black 
without sight, nor is there flavour without tasting. For though 
they were in one way right, in another way they were not right, 
since both perception and perceptible objects are spoken of in two 
ways, in some cases as potential and in others as actual. What was 
said by them applies to the latter, but does not apply to the 25 
former. They, however, spoke without qualification about mat- 
ters which are spoken of only with qualification. 

If voice is a sort of concord, and voice and hearing are in a way 
one, and a concordance is a proportion, it will be necessary that 
hearing too will be a certain proportion.*® It is also for this reason 30 
that each of the excesses, both high and low, destroys hearing. 426b 
Similarly, since perception is a sort of proportion, excess in 
flavour also destroys taste, in colours exceeding radiance or 
murkiness destroys sight, and in smelling it is a strong smell, 
whether sweet or bitter. Accordingly, things are pleasant when, 
though pure and unmixed, like the acidic or the sweet or the salty, 5 
they are brought into a proportion, since then they are pleasant; 
and in general what is mixed, a concordance, is pleasant rather 
than the high or the low, and in the case of touch it is what can be 
heated or cooled. Perception is the proportion, and excesses cause 
pain or destroy it.*? 

Hence, each perception is of an underlying perceptible object, 
is present in the sensory organ insofar as it is a sensory organ, 
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and discriminates the variations of its underlying object of 
perception, e.g. sight discriminates white and black; taste, 
sweet and bitter; and so things stand for the others. Since we 
discriminate white and sweet and each of the other objects of 
perception in relation to one another, what is it by which we 
perceive that they differ?“ It is necessary, to be sure, that this is 
by perception, since they are perceptible objects. And it is in this 
way clear that flesh is not the ultimate sensory organ; for it 
would then be necessary for that which discerns to do so by 
touching its object.*! 

Nor, indeed, is it possible for separate things to discern that 
white is something other than sweet; rather, it is necessary for 
both to be manifest to some one thing. For otherwise, if I were in 
this way to perceive one thing and you another, it would be clear 
that they were different from one another. Rather, it is necessary 
for one thing to say that they are different; since sweet is different 
from white. So then, the same thing says this. Consequently, as 
one makes a declaration, so one both thinks and perceives. It is 
clear, therefore, that it is not possible to discern separate things 
with what is separate. 

Nor, further, on this basis, is this possible in separate times, 
therefore. For just as the same thing says that the good and the 
bad are different, so also when it says that the one is different 
from the other, it also says that the other is different from the one: 
the when here is not co-incidental. I mean, that is, I do not now 
say that they are different, without saying that they are different 
now. Rather, one proceeds thus: saying it now and saying they are 
different now—so, simultaneously. Consequently, it is a non- 
separate thing in a non-separate time. 

Yet it is surely impossible for the same thing, in so far as it is 
indivisible, and in an indivisible time, to be moved simultaneously 
with opposite motions. For if something is sweet, it moves per- 
ception or thought in a certain way, while what is bitter moves 
these in an opposite way, and what is white differently again. So 
then is that which discriminates simultaneously indivisible in 
number and non-separate, yet in its being something separate? 
To be sure, there is a way in which what is divisible perceives what 
has been divided, but there is also a way in which it does so 
insofar as it is indivisible; for while it is divisible in its being, it 
is indivisible in place and in number. 
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Or is that impossible? For the same thing, something indivis- 
ible, is potentially opposite things, though it is not so in its being, 
but rather is divided by being actualized, and cannot simultan- 
eously be white and black, with the result that it cannot be 
affected by their forms, if perception and thought are something 
of this sort. 

Rather, it is like what some call a point: it is both indivisible 10 
and divisible, insofar as it is either one or two.” Hence, insofar as 
it is something indivisible, what discriminates is one thing and it 
discriminates simultaneously, while insofar as it is divisible, it uses 
the same token simultaneously twice over. Hence, insofar as it 
uses the same limit twice, and discriminates two separate things, 
there is a sense in which it discriminates separately; but insofar as 
it uses one, it discriminates one thing and does so simultaneously. 

Concerning the principle in virtue of which we say that an 15 
animal is capable of perception, let it be determined in this way. 


CHAPTER 3 


People define the soul principally by two differentiae: motion with 427a17 
respect to place; and reasoning, discriminating, and perceiving.” 
Both reasoning and understanding seem to be a sort of perceiving, 

for in both these cases, the soul discriminates something and 20 
comes to know things that are. The ancients, indeed, say that 
understanding and perceiving are the same, as even Empedocles 
said, ‘For the wisdom of human beings grows in relation to what 

is present to them,’ and in other writings, ‘Whence different 
understandings ever present themselves to them.’ What was said 

by Homer tends in the same direction as these, ‘For such is 25 
reason.’ For all of these suppose that reasoning is corporeal, 
just as perceiving is, and that both perceiving and understanding 
are of like by like, just as we determined at the outset of our 
writings. 

Even so, they ought also at the same time to have said some- 
thing about error, since this is the more typical state in animals 427b 
and the soul spends more time in this condition. For this reason it 
is necessary either, as some say, that all appearances are true, or 
that error is contact with what is unlike, since this is the opposite 
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of coming to know like by like. It seems, however, that both error 
and knowledge of opposites are the same. 

In view of all that, therefore, it is evident that perceiving and 
understanding are not the same. For all animals have a share of 
the one, but only a few of the other. Nor, moreover, is reasoning, 
in which there is a right and a wrong—understanding and know- 
ledge and true belief being right, and the opposites of these being 
wrong—nor is this the same as perceiving. For perception of 
exclusive objects is always true, and belongs to all animals, 
whereas reasoning can also be false, and it belongs to nothing 
which lacks reason. 

For imagination is different from both perception and reason- 
ing, and it does not come about without perception, and without 
this there is no conceiving. 

It is evident that imagination is also not conceiving.“ For in 
this case, the affection is up to us, whenever we wish (for it is 
possible to produce something before one’s eyes, as those who 
produce images and arrange them in mnemonic systems do), 
whereas believing is not up to us, since it is necessary that it be 
true or false. Moreover, whenever we come to believe something 
terrible or frightful, we are correspondingly affected right away, 
and similarly with something audacious. But in the case of 
imagination, we are just as if we had seen the terrible or audacious 
things in a picture. 

There are also varieties of conceiving itself: knowledge and 
belief and understanding and the opposites of these. Let there 
be another account concerning the variations among them. 

Concerning reasoning: since it is something other than perceiv- 
ing, and both imagination and conception seem to belong to it, it 
is necessary for those who have first characterized imagination 
then to speak of the other. So, if imagination is that in virtue of 
which we say that a particular image comes about for us, and we 
refrain from speaking metaphorically, will it be one of these: a 
capacity or state in virtue of which we discriminate and issue 
truths or falsehoods? Such faculties or states are perception, 
belief, knowledge, and reason. 

That it is not perception, then, is clear from the following. For 
perception is either a potentiality or an actuality, such as sight 
and seeing; yet something may also appear even when neither of 
these is present, as in sleep. Further, perception is always present, 
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though imagination is not. If these were the same in actuality, it 
would be possible for imagination to belong to all beasts; but this 10 
does not seem to be the case. For instance, it belongs to the ant or 
the bee, but not to the grub. Further, perceptions are always true, 
whereas imaginings are for the most part false. Again, we do not 
say that this appears to us to be a man whenever we are in a state 

of actuality accurately in relation to the perceptual object, but 
rather whenever we do not perceive clearly whether it is true or 
false. And there is also what we said earlier, that visual images 15 
appear even to those whose eyes are closed. 

Nor, moreover, is it the case that imagination is counted 
among those things which are always true, such as knowledge 
and understanding; for it is the case that imagination is false 
as well. 

It remains, then, to see if it is belief, since belief too is both true 
and false. But conviction follows upon belief (since no one can 20 
believe something which does not seem convincing); yet no beast 
has conviction, though many of them have imagination. Further, 
every case of belief implies conviction, while conviction implies 
being persuaded, and persuasion implies reason; yet among the 
beasts some have imagination, but none has reason.*° 

It is evident, then, that imagination could be neither belief 25 
accompanied by perception, nor belief acquired through percep- 
tion, nor an interweaving of belief and perception, both because 
of these reasons and because belief will be of nothing other than 
the object of perception, if indeed there is one. I mean that 
imagination will be the interweaving of a belief regarding, and a 
perception of, something white—since it surely will not come 
from a belief regarding something good and a perception of 30 
something white. For then imagining will be believing, non- 428b 
co-incidentally, the very thing one perceives. Yet things do appear 
falsely even among those things concerning which one has at the 
same time a true conception: for instance, although the sun appears 
to be one foot across, one is convinced that it is larger than the 
inhabited world. This results, then, either in our having rejected the 5 
true belief which we had concerning that thing, even though the 
thing remains as it was and we have neither forgotten anything nor 
been persuaded of anything new, or, if the true belief still stands, 
then the same belief must be both true and false. (Otherwise, it 
could have become false, seeing that it might have escaped our 
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notice that the thing had changed over.) Consequently, imagin- 
ation is neither any one of these nor something from them. 

Still, since it is possible when something is set in motion for 
something else to be moved by it, and since imagination seems to 
be a sort of motion and not to occur without perception, but 
rather to occur in things which are perceiving and to be of those 
things of which perception is, and since it is possible for motion to 
be effected by the actuality of perception, which motion is neces- 
sarily similar to the perception, this motion would be neither 
possible without perception nor could it belong to things which 
are not perceiving; and it is possible for what has imagination 
both to act and be affected in many ways in accordance with it, 
and for it to be either true or false. This result is due to the 
following: perception of exclusive objects is true, or is subject to 
falsity in the smallest degree. Second, perception is of something’s 
being an attribute of something:*© and already here it is possible 
to be mistaken. For one is not mistaken that there is white; but if 
one says that this or that other thing is what is white, one is 
mistaken. Third, perception is of the common objects which 
follow upon the attributes to which the exclusive objects belong 
(I mean, for instance, motion and magnitude, which are attributes 
of the objects of perception), concerning which there is already, 
most of all, deception in the realm of perception. 

The motion resulting from these three kinds of perception, the 
motion effected by the actuality of perception, will differ: the first, 
when the perception is present, is true; the others can also be false, 
whether the perception is present or absent, and most of all when 
the object of perception is far away. 

If, then, nothing other than imagination has the features men- 
tioned (and this is what was claimed), then imagination would be 
a motion effected by actual perception. 

Since sight is the principal sense, the name imagination (phan- 
tasia) was derived from light (phaos), because without light it is 
not possible to see. 

Because instances of imagination persist and are similar to per- 
ceptions, animals do many things in accordance with them, some 
because they lack reason, e.g. beasts, and others because their reason 
is sometimes shrouded by passion, or sickness, or sleep, e.g. humans. 

Concerning imagination, what it is and why it is, let so much be 
said. 
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CHAPTER 4 


Concerning the part of the soul by which the soul both knows and 429a10 
understands, whether it is separable or is not separable in magni- 
tude but only in account, it is necessary to consider what its 
differentia is and how reasoning ever comes about. 

To be sure, if reasoning is like perceiving, it would consist in 
being somehow affected by the object of reason or in something else 
of this sort. It is necessary, therefore, that it be unaffected, yet 15 
capable of receiving the form; that it be of this sort potentially but 
not be this; and that it be such that just as the perceptual faculty is to 
the objects of perception, so reason will be to the objects of thought. 

It is necessary, then, since it reasons all things, that it be 
unmixed, just as Anaxagoras says, so that it may rule, that is, so 
that it may know; for the interposing of anything alien hinders 20 
and obstructs it. Consequently, its nature must be nothing other 
than this: that it be potential. 

Hence, that part of the soul called reason (and by reason I mean 
that by which the soul reasons and conceives) is in actuality none 
of the things which are before it reasons; nor is it, accordingly, 
reasonable for it to be mixed with the body, since then it would 25 
come to be qualified in a certain way, either cold or hot, and there 
would be an organ for it, just as there is for the perceptual faculty. 

As things are, though, there is none. 

Therefore, they speak well, further, who say that the soul is a 
place of forms—except that it is neither the whole soul, but 
rather the rational soul, nor the forms in actuality, but rather 
in potentiality. 

That the unaffectedness of the perceptual and rational faculties 
is not the same is evident in the case of the perceptual organs and 30 
perception. For perception cannot perceive when coming from an 
intense object of perception, for instance a sound when coming 429b 
from loud sounds, nor when coming from strong colours or 
odours can it see or smell. By contrast, when it reasons some 
intense object of reason, reason reasons inferior things not to a 
lesser degree but rather to a greater. For the perceptual faculty is 
not without the body, whereas reason is separate. 5 

Whenever it becomes each thing in the manner in which one 
who knows in actuality is said to do so (this occurs whenever one 
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is able to move to actuality through oneself), even then it is 
somehow in potentiality, not, however, in the same way as before 
learning or discovering. And then it is able to reason through 
itself. 

Since a magnitude and being a magnitude differ, as also water 
and being water differ (and thus for many other cases, though not 
all, since in some cases they are the same), one discerns flesh and 
being flesh either by means of different things or by means of 
something in a different condition. For flesh is not without mat- 
ter, but is rather just as the snub: a this in a this. One discerns by 
means of the perceptual faculty the hot and the cold, those things 
of which flesh is a proportion.*” But it is by means of something 
else, something either separate or something which is as a bent 
line is to itself when it has been straightened out, that one discerns 
being flesh. 

Further, in the case of things which are by abstraction, the 
straight is as the snub is, since it is with extension. The essence 
though, if it is the case that being straight and the straight 
differ, is something else. For let it be two: then one discerns it 
either by different things or by something in a different condi- 
tion. Generally, then, as things are with respect to things 
separate from matter, so too are they with respect to things 
concerning reason. 

Someone might raise a difficulty: if reason is simple and 
unaffected and has nothing in common with anything, just as 
Anaxagoras says it is, how will it reason, if reasoning is to be 
being affected somehow (since it is insofar as something common 
belongs to both that one thing seems to act and the other to be 
affected)? And there is a further difficulty: is it itself an object of 
reason? For either reason will belong to other things, if it is an 
object of reason itself not in virtue of something else, and the 
object of reason is one in form, or it will be something mixed with 
it which makes it an object of reason just as other things are. 

Or else being affected in virtue of something common is as 
discussed earlier: that reason is in a certain way in potentiality the 
objects of reason, though it is nothing in actuality before it 
reasons—in potentiality just as in a writing tablet on which 
nothing written in actuality is present, which is just what turns 
out in the case of reason. 
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And it is itself an object of reason just as other objects of reason 
are. For whereas in the case of those things without matter what 
reasons and what is being reasoned about are the same, since 
theoretical knowledge and what is known in this way are the same 
(though one must inquire into the cause of its not always reason- 
ing), in the case of those things which have matter it is each of the 
objects of reason in potentiality. 

Consequently, reason will not belong to those things (since it is 
without their matter that reason is a potentiality of these sorts of 
things), though it will belong to reason to be an object of reason. 


CHAPTER 5 


Since in all of nature there is something which is the matter for 
each kind of thing (and this is what is all those things in potenti- 
ality), while something else is their cause, i.e. the productive one, 
because of its producing them all as falls to a craft in relation to 
the matter, it is necessary that these differences be present in the 
soul.*8 And there is one sort of reason by coming to be all things, 
and another sort by producing them all, as a kind of positive state, 
like light. For in a certain way, light makes colours which are in 
potentiality colours in actuality. 

And this reason is separate and unaffected and unmixed, being 
in its essence actuality. For what acts is always superior to what is 
affected, as too the first principle is to the matter. 

[Knowledge in actuality is the same as the thing, though in an 
individual knowledge in potentiality is prior in time, though 
generally it is not prior in time.]*” 

But it is not the case that sometimes it reasons and sometimes it 
does not. And having been separated, this alone is just what it is, 
and this alone is deathless and everlasting, though we do not 
remember, because this is unaffected, whereas passive reason is 
perishable. And without this, nothing reasons. 


CHAPTER 6 
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falsity and truth there is already some combining of thoughts, as a 
unity from them. As Empedocles said, ‘Where there sprang the 
neckless heads of many things, thereafter combined by love, so 
too these, having been separate, are combined, for instance, the 
incommensurable and the diagonal. 

Should reasoning be of what has gone before or what will be, 
then one combines time as well in the conceptions.” For falsity is 
always in combining. For even if one says the white is not white, 
one has combined white and not white.°! It is also possible, 
though, to maintain that all are instances of division. In any 
case, however, it is surely not only true or false that Cleon is 
white, but also that he was or will be. What produces a unity in 
each case is this: reason. 

Since the undivided is spoken of in two ways, either in potenti- 
ality or in actuality, nothing precludes one’s thinking what is 
undivided whenever one thinks of a length (for this is undivided 
in actuality), or thinking in an undivided time, since time is divided 
and undivided in a manner similar to a length. It is not possible to 
say what one was thinkingin the case of each half, since if the whole 
has not been divided, there are no halves, except in potentiality. 
And if one thinks each of the halves separately, one also divides the 
time simultaneously, and then the half times were similar to 
lengths. But if it is thought of as made up of both halves, it is also 
thought of in the time corresponding to both of its halves. 

One thinks what is undivided not in quantity but in form in an 
undivided time and with an undivided part of the soul. 5? 

But what one thinks and the time in which one thinks it are 
co-incidentally divided and not insofar as they are these things, but 
insofar as they are these things, they are undivided. For present in 
them is something undivided, though perhaps not something sep- 
arate, which makes them one with respect to time and length. And 
this is similar in every case of continuity, of both time and length. 

A point and every division—and whatever is in this way 
undivided—are revealed just as a privation is. And the account 
is similar in other cases, for instance how one comes to know bad 
or black; for in a certain sense one comes to know them by means 
of their opposites. For it is necessary that the one who comes to 
know is in potentiality and that these be present." If, though, 
there is nothing opposite to something, then this knows itself and 
is an actuality and is separate." 
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It is also the case that every assertion, just as every denial, says 
one thing of another, and is true or false. But not every instance of 
reason does; rather reason directed to what something is with 
regard to its essence is true, and does not say one thing of another. 
Rather just as the seeing of an exclusive object is true, while 
whether the white thing is a man or not is not always true, so 
things are with respect to whatever is without matter. 30 


CHAPTER 7 


Knowledge taken as actual is the same as the thing, though in an 431a1 
individual potential knowledge is prior in time, though it is not 
prior even in time generally, since it is the case that everything 
which comes to be does so from something existing in actuality. 

It is evidently the case that the object of perception is what 
turns the perceptual faculty into something actual from being in 5 
potentiality. For it is neither affected nor altered. Consequently, 
this kind is different from motion, since motion is the actuality of 
something incomplete, whereas unqualified actuality, that of 
something complete, is something else. 

Perception is similar, then, to bare assertion and to thinking. 
But whenever there is something pleasant or painful, it by, so to 
speak, affirming or denying, pursues or avoids. And it is the case 10 
that being pleased and being pained are the actualization of the 
mean of the perceptual faculty in relation to what is good or bad 
insofar as they are such. 

And avoidance and desire are the same, in respect of their 
actuality; and the capacity for desire and the capacity for avoid- 
ance do not differ either from one another or from the perceptual 
faculty, though they do differ in being. 

Images belong to the rational soul in the manner of percep- 15 
tions, and whenever it affirms or denies that something is good or 
bad, it pursues or avoids. Consequently, the soul never thinks 
without an image. 

Just as the air brought the pupil into a certain state, and the 
pupil something else, so hearing proceeds similarly. But the 
ultimate capacity is one, and the mean too is one, though its 
being is more than one. 
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What it is by which one discriminates how the sweet and the 
hot differ has been said earlier, but one must say it again in this 
way. For there is something one, as a boundary is such, and these 
too (being one by analogy and in number) stand in relation each 
to the other as those stand to one another. For what is the 
difference between puzzling how one discriminates things not 
of the same kind and opposites, like white and black?” Let A, 
the white, stand in relation to B, the black; and let C stand in 
relation to D, as those are in relation to one another, with the 
result that they would be, converting as appropriate, one. If, 
therefore, CA were to belong to one thing, so this will be in the 
same condition as that to which DB belongs: though one and 
the same, their being would not be the same—and similarly with 
respect to those. The same account would hold if A were the 
sweet and B the white. 

The rational faculty thinks some forms in images, and just as it 
is in these that what is to be pursued and what avoided are 
distinguished by it, so even outside of perception, whenever one 
is presented with images, one is moved. For instance, one who 
perceives a beacon, because it is fire, and by common perception 
sees it moving, and recognizes that it is an enemy’s. Sometimes, 
on the basis of images or thoughts in the soul, just as if seeing 
them, one calculates and plans future things with reference to 
things which are present. And whenever one says there is the sweet 
or the painful, in that case one avoids or pursues, and in general 
will do some one thing. 

And truth or falsity outside the sphere of action are also in the 
same genus as the good and the bad, though to be sure in one case 
they differ unqualifiedly and in the other relative to a person. 

One thinks other things spoken of in abstraction just as if one 
were to think of the snub not as the snub, but rather as something 
separate,”° as the concave without the flesh in which the concave 
is. One thinks mathematical things in this way: though not exist- 
ing as separate entities, one thinks of them as separate whenever 
one thinks of them just as they are. 

In general reason, taken as actual, is the same as things. We 
must consider later whether or not it is possible for it when it is 
not itself separated from magnitude to think something belonging 
to the class of things which are separated. 
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CHAPTER 8 


Now, then, by way of summarizing the things which have been 
said concerning the soul, let us say again that the soul is in a sense 
all existing things; for what exists is either objects of perception or 
objects of reason; and knowledge is in a way the objects of 
knowledge, and perception the objects of perception. Yet how 
this is so must be investigated. 

Knowledge and perception are divided with reference to 
things: when in potentiality to those in potentiality and when 
in actuality to those in actuality. The soul’s perceptual faculty 
and faculty of knowledge are these things in potentiality, the 
one the object of knowledge and the other the object of percep- 
tion.” It is necessary that they be either these things themselves 
or their forms. It is certainly not the things themselves, however: 
for the stone is not in the soul, but rather its form. Conse- 
quently, the soul is just as the hand is; for the hand is a tool of 
tools, and reason is a form of forms, and perception a form of 
the objects of perception. 

Since there is nothing beyond perceptible magnitudes, as it 
seems, nothing separate, the objects of reason are in perceptible 
forms, both those spoken of in abstraction and all those which are 
states and affections belonging to the objects of perception. And 
because of this, one who did not perceive anything would neither 
learn nor understand anything, and whenever one contemplates, 
one necessarily at the same time contemplates a sort of image; for 
images are just as perceptions are, except without matter. 

But it is also the case that imagination differs from assertion 
and denial, since what is true or false is an interweaving of 
thoughts. What, though, will differentiate the first thoughts 
from images? Indeed, even the others are not images, but they 
are not without images.~° 


CHAPTER 9 


Since the soul of animals has been defined in respect of two 
capacities, first the faculty of judgement, which is the work of 
thought and perception, and further by its initiating locomotion, 
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it is necessary to make an inquiry into the initiation of motion, 
letting just so much be determined regarding perception and 
reason. It is necessary to inquire into whatever it is in the soul 
which initiates motion: whether it is just some one part of the soul, 
being separate in either magnitude or account, or the whole soul; 
and if it is some one part, whether it is something special, beyond 
those customarily mentioned and already discussed, or whether it 
is some one of them. 

There is an immediate difficulty concerning both how one 
ought to speak of the parts of the soul and how many there are. 
For in a certain way there appears to be an indefinite number of 
them: and it is not only according to those who, when distinguish- 
ing them, mention the rational and the spirited and appetitive 
faculties, but also those who mention the rational and the 
irrational parts. For according to the differentiating features on 
account of which they separate them, other parts seem to have an 
even greater contrast than these, about which we have even now 
been speaking: the nutritive faculty, which belongs to plants 
and to all animals, and the perceptual faculty, which one could 
not easily set down as either the irrational or the rational part. 
Further, there is the imaginative faculty, which differs from them 
all in being, though there is considerable difficulty in saying—if 
one is going to posit separate parts of the soul—with which of the 
others it will be the same or from which of the others will it differ. 

And in addition to these there is the faculty of desire, which 
would seem to differ from them all in account and in its potenti- 
ality. And it is definitely absurd to break this up, because wish 
comes to be in the rational faculty, while appetite and spirit come 
to be in the irrational part, and if the soul is threefold, there will 
be desire in each part. 

In any case, concerning the discussion now under way: what is it 
that initiates an animal’s locomotion? For what belongs to all, 
namely the faculties of reproduction and nutrition, would seem to 
impart what belongs to all, motion in respect of growth and decay. 

(It is necessary to inquire later into breathing in and out, and 
concerning sleep and waking, since these too present a great 
difficulty.) 

But concerning locomotion, it is necessary to consider what 
imparts the motion involved in an animal’s going anywhere. That 
it is not the nutritive capacity is clear, since this motion is always 
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for the sake of something, and occurs along with imagination and 
desire; for nothing is moved, other than by force, which is not 
desiring or fleeing something. Moreover, even plants would then 
be mobile and would have some organic part for this motion. 

Nor, similarly, is it the perceptual faculty. For there are many 
among the animals which have perception but remain fixed and 20 
immobile until the ends of their lives. If, then, nature neither does 
anything in vain nor leaves out anything necessary (except in the 
defective or incompletely developed—these sorts of animals, 
though, are complete and not defective, an indication of which 
is that they are capable of reproduction and have maturity and 
decline), the consequence is that they too would have the organic 25 
parts pertaining to their going anywhere. 

Yet neither is the rational faculty or what is called reason what 
initiates motion, for the faculty of contemplation does not con- 
template what is to be done, nor does it say anything at all about 
what is to be pursued or avoided, while motion always belongs to 
one who is avoiding or pursuing something. Nor is it the case, 
whenever it does contemplate something of this sort, that it 
thereby directly commands fleeing or pursuing. For instance, it 30 
often considers something fearful or pleasant, but it does not 
command being afraid, though the heart is moved, or should it 433a 
be something pleasant, some other part. And, moreover, even 
when reason does command and thought does say to flee or 
pursue something, one is not moved, but acts in accordance 
with appetite, as, for instance, the incontinent man does. And 
generally we see that one with medical knowledge does not heal, 
there being something else—not his knowledge—in charge of his 5 
acting in accordance with his knowledge. 

Nor even is desire in charge of this motion, since continent 
people, though they experience desire and appetite, do not act as 
desire bids, but instead follow reason. 


CHAPTER 10 


In any case, these two appear to initiate motion: desire and 433a9 
reason—if one were to posit imagination as a sort of reasoning. 10 
For many follow imaginings contrary to knowledge, and in the 

other animals there is neither reasoning nor calculating, though 
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there is imagination. Accordingly, both of these initiate locomo- 
tion: reason and desire—the reason which engages in calculation 
for the sake of something and is practical, and which differs from 
the contemplative reason with respect to its goal. And desire, too, 
is always for the sake of something, since desire is for something, 
and this is the starting point of practical reason, while its final 
stage is the beginning of action. 

Consequently, it is reasonable that these two appear to be what 
initiates motion: desire and practical thought. For the object of 
desire initiates motion and because of this thought initiates 
motion, because its starting point is the object of desire. And 
whenever imagination initiates motion, it does not do so without 
desire. 

And so there is one thing initiating motion: the faculty of 
desire. For if there were two things which initiated motion— 
reason and desire—they would do so according to some common 
form. But as things are, reason apparently does not initiate move- 
ment without desire (since wish is desire, and whenever something 
is moved in accordance with calculation, it is also moved in 
accordance with wish), whereas desire also initiates motion 
opposed to calculation; for appetite is a kind of desire. 

Reason, then, is in every instance correct, while desire and 
imagination are both correct and not correct. Consequently, the 
object of desire always initiates motion; but this is either the good 
or the apparent good—not every good, but the good concerned 
with what can be done, since what can be done is contingent and 
can be otherwise. 

It is evident, then, that what is called desire is the sort of 
capacity in the soul which initiates motion. For those who distin- 
guish parts of the soul, there will turn out to be a great many, if 
they distinguish and separate them in accordance with their 
potentialities: the faculties of nutrition, perception, thought, and 
deliberation, and, further, a faculty of desire. For these differ 
from one another to a greater extent than do the faculties of 
appetite and spirit. 

Since, however, desires arise opposite to one another, and this 
occurs whenever rationality and the appetites are opposed, and 
this comes about in those with a perception of time (since reason 
encourages a pulling back because of what is going to happen, 
whereas appetite operates because of what is already present, 
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since a present pleasure appears to be an unqualified pleasure, 
and an unqualified good, because of its not seeing what is going to 
happen)}—1t follows that what initiates motion is one in kind: the 10 
faculty of desire insofar as it is a faculty of desire. But first of all is 
the object of desire, since this initiates motion without being 
moved, by being thought of or imagined. In number, though, 
the things initiating motion will be more than one. 

Since there are three things, first, what initiates motion, second, 
that by which it initiates motion, and further, third, what is 
moved, and that which initiates motion is twofold, in the one 
instance being unmoved and in the other initiating motion while 15 
being moved, there is: something unmoved, the good concerned 
with what can be done; something initiating motion while being 
moved, the faculty of desire (for what is moved is moved insofar 
as it is desiring, and desire, when in actuality, is a kind of motion); 
and what is moved, the animal. 

The instrument by which desire initiates motion is already 
something bodily; accordingly, it is necessary to examine it 20 
among the functions common to body and soul. For now, 
though, to summarize: something initiates motion instrumentally 
when the starting point and the end point are the same, for 
instance, in a hinge—since here the convex is the end point and 
the concave the starting point (for which reason the one is at rest 
and the other is moved), and though differing in account, they are 
inseparable in magnitude. For all things are moved by pushing 25 
and pulling; consequently, it is necessary, just as in the case of a 
circle, for something to remain fixed and for the motion to begin 
from there. 

In general, as has been said, insofar as an animal is capable of 
desire, it is, in virtue of this, capable of moving itself; but it is not 
capable of desire without imagination. And all imagination is 
either rational or perceptual. And in this latter, then, the other 
animals have a share as well. 30 


CHAPTER I1 


It is also necessary to consider what initiates motion in imper- 433b31 
fectly developed animals, those whose perception is limited to 
touch; whether or not it is possible for them to have imagination 434a 
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and appetite. For they appear to have pleasure and pain in them; 
but if they have these, then it is necessary that they have appetite 
as well. But how could they have imagination in them? Or rather, 
just as they are moved indeterminately, these things are present in 
them, but present indeterminately. 

Hence, as was said, while perceptual imagination belongs to 
the other animals, deliberative imagination belongs to rational 
animals (since whether one is to do this or that is already the work 
of reasoning—and it is necessary that measuring take place by 
one thing, inasmuch as one pursues what is greater and can, 
consequently, make one out of many images). 

This is why they do not seem to have belief: because they do not 
have the imagination arising out of reasoning.” Consequently, 
desire does not have a deliberative faculty. Sometimes this desire 
overpowers that desire and initiates motion, and sometimes that 
one overpowers this one and initiates motion, like one ball over- 
powering another,©° so one desire overpowers another desire, 
whenever incontinence occurs. The top desire always naturally 
dominates and initiates motion, so that three motions are already 
initiated. The faculty of knowledge is not moved, however, but 
remains fixed. 

Since the one conception and proposition is universal, and the 
other is of what is particular (since one says that a certain sort of 
man must do such and such a thing, and the other says that this is 
such and such a thing, and J am that sort of man), this latter 
belief—not the universal one—initiates motion; or, both do, but 
this first is more at rest, and the second is not. 


CHAPTER 12 


It is necessary, then, that anything which is alive and has a soul 
has a nutritive soul from its generation until its destruction. For it 
is necessary that whatever is generated have growth and also 
maturity and decline, and these are impossible without nutrition; 
consequently, it is necessary that the nutritive soul be present in 
all things which grow naturally and decline. But perception is not 
necessary in all living things: indeed, neither those things having a 
simple body nor those incapable of receiving the form without the 
matter can have it. 
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It is, however, necessary that an animal have perception—for 
without this nothing could be an animal, if nature does nothing 
in vain.°! For everything existing by nature is for the sake of 
something, or else will be concomitant with something which is 
for the sake of something. Any body capable of going any- 
where and yet lacking perception would perish and not reach 
its end, which is the work of nature. For how will it be nour- 
ished? Nourishment comes to sessile animals from the areas 
where they naturally occur; and a body cannot have a soul and 
reason capable of discriminating without having perception, if 
it is not sessile and generated—nor moreover if it is ungener- 
ated. For why will it have it?©? Or will it be due to its being 
better for either the body or the soul? But as things are, neither 
of these is the case. For the soul will not then reason better, and 
nor will things be better for the body because of this. Conse- 
quently, no non-sessile body has a soul without also having 
perception. 

Moreover, if it indeed has perception, it is necessary that its 
body be either simple or mixed. Yet it cannot be simple. For it will 
not have touch, but it is necessary that it have this. This is clear 
from the following. Since an animal is an ensouled body, and 
every body is tangible, necessarily the body of the animal must be 
capable of touch if the animal is going to survive.’ For the other 
senses perceive through other things, for instance, smelling, see- 
ing, and hearing; but when making contact, if it does not have 
perception, it will not be able to flee some things and take hold of 
others. But if this is so, the animal will not be able to survive. 
Accordingly, taste is like a sort of touch; for taste is of nourish- 
ment, and nourishment is a tangible body. But sound and colour 
and scent do not nourish; nor do they bring about growth or 
decay. Consequently, it is necessary that taste be a sort of touch, 
because of its being the perception of what is tangible and capable 
of nourishing. 

While these senses are necessary to an animal, and it is evident 
that an animal cannot be without touch, the other senses are for 
the sake of doing well and do not belong to just any chance kind 
of animal—though it is necessary that they belong to some, for 
instance, to any one of them capable of going anywhere. For if it 
is going to survive, it is not only necessary that it perceive when 
making contact, but also from a distance. 
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This would occur if it could perceive through a medium, with 
the medium being affected and moved by the object of perception 
and the animal by the medium. For just as what initiates motion 
in place makes something change up to a point, and when some- 
thing, having pushed something else brings it about that it pushes, 
and there is a motion through an intermediary, and the first thing 
initiating the motion pushes while not being pushed, and the final 
one alone is pushed but does not push, and the middle one both 
pushes and is pushed (and the ones in the middle are many), so 
too is it in the case of alteration, except that what is altered 
remains in the same place. For instance, if someone were to 
dip something into wax, the wax would be moved up to the point 
where he had dipped it, whereas a stone is not moved at all, while 
water is moved up to a distant point and air up to the furthest 
point—and if it remains and is something unified it both acts and 
is affected. 

For this reason as well, as regards reflection, rather than saying 
that sight goes out and is then reflected back, it is better to say that 
the air is affected by the shape and colour up to the point where it 
would be unified. In the case of what is smooth, it is unified; 
accordingly, this in turn moves sight, just as if a seal in wax were 
to penetrate through to its outer surface. 


CHAPTER 13 


That, then, the body of an animal cannot be simple is evident—I 
mean, for instance, something fiery or airy. For without touch it 
can have no other sense (for every ensouled body is capable of 
touch, just as was said). Elements other than earth can bring 
about sensory organs, but these all produce perception by per- 
ceiving through something else, that is, through a medium, 
whereas touch occurs by touching objects of touch®°—whence 
its name. And indeed, the other sensory organs also perceive by 
touch—but through something else. Only touch seems to perceive 
through itself. Consequently, none of these sorts of elements 
could be the body of an animal. Nor, indeed, could an earthen 
one. Touch serves as sort of mean of all the objects of touch, and 
the sensory faculty is receptive not only of the differentiations 
belonging to earth, but also of hot and cold and all the objects of 
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touch. And this is why we do not perceive with bones or hair or 
parts of this sort, because they are of earth. 

This is also why plants do not have perception: because they 
are of earth, and none of the other senses can be present without 
touch, while this sensory faculty is neither of earth nor of any one 
of the other elements. 

It is evident, then, that of necessity animals deprived of this 
sense alone will die. For nothing having this can fail to be an 
animal, nor does what is an animal need any sense other than this. 
And because of this, whereas other objects of perception do not 
destroy an animal by being excessive—for instance colour and 
sound and scent—but only the sensory organs (unless co-inciden- 
tally if, for instance, a sound should happen at the same time as a 
thrusting or a blow); and there are things set in motion by objects 
of sight and by scent which destroy touch. And taste destroys 
insofar as it turns out at the same time to be something capable of 
coming into contact. An excess in the objects of touch, on the 
other hand (for instance cases of hot or cold or hard) will destroy 
the animal. For an excess in any object of perception will destroy 
the sensory organ, so that an object of touch will destroy touch, 
and an animal is defined by touch; for it was shown that an 
animal cannot be without touch. For this reason, an excess in 
the objects of touch destroys not only the sensory organ, but the 
animal as well, because this alone an animal must have. 

As we have said, the other senses an animal has not for the sake 
of existing, but for the sake of existing well: for instance sight, 
because it lives in air or water, or generally in the transparent, so 
that it sees; taste, because of pleasure and pain, so that it may 
perceive and desire and be set in motion;® and hearing so that 
something may be signified to it. 
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TEXTUAL NOTES AND VARIANT 
READINGS 


. 403a13-14: Retaining yaAyzjs, unnecessarily secluded by Ross as 


insufficiently mathematical to serve as a suitable illustration. 


. 403a15: Accepting Ross’s conjectured v, in variance to the common 


manuscript readings of rò. 


. 403b9: Retaining orų 71s with the common manuscript reading, 


against Ross’s emendation to orv. 


. 406b2: Reading xara rómov, as conjectured by Bonitz, for cara rò 


owua, read in common by the ms. and accepted by Ross. 


. 407a11: Reading wérepov otwodv pwpíw with E. 
. 407b1/406a33: Retaining uù with the mss., against 4, conjectured 


by Torstrik and adopted by Ross. 


. 408b9: Reading ù roûro tows ù érepdv rı. The manuscript here is in a 


difficult state. 


. 408b11: Reading dé rather than 62), with the dominant manuscripts. 
. 409a13: Reading 7, setting aside Ross’s brackets as unnecessary. 
. Ross’s text accepts the chapter division followed by most modern 


editions. I have preferred the pre Renaissance division. See note to 
409a31-b18. 


. 409b5: Reading ù with the ms. over «ai, conjectured by Torstrik and 


accepted by Ross. 


. 410a29: Reading zpds, rò porov with the manuscripts, against 


Ross’s conjecture of mpós, 7@ ópoíw, which comes with support 
from Sophonias and perhaps from the paraphrase of Philoponus. 


. 410b23—-4: The manuscripts agree on ¢opds 038’, which was secluded 


by Torstrik for defensible reasons; the translation reflects his seclu- 
sion. The translation also reflects the manuscript reading of zoAAa 
over ra modda at 410b24. 


. 413a9: Rejecting Ross’s interpolation of 7. 
. 414a7: Omitting &, secluded by Bywater. 
. The text is here transposed for clarity’s sake. The sentence at 


414b28-32 has been made to follow 414b32-3, which is evidently 
the conclusion of the train of thought leading to 414b28. The trans- 
posed sentence itself appears immediately connected with 414b33ff. 
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TEXTUAL NOTES AND VARIANT READINGS 


It is therefore preferable not to follow Ross in treating 414b28-32 as a 
mere parenthetical intrusion. 

415a21: Omitting def reðewpnkéva: with W. 

415b18: Reading {wow with J°, O°, H°, and V. 

415b18: Reading 7a éussvya with Torstrik, deriving some support 
from ®. 

This translation, following a suggestion of Torstrik, transposes 
416b23-5 to 416b20. 

418b22: Reading rewouévov with CVe, over yiyvouévov. 

419a5: Reading «épas over «péas (flesh, or a body, i.e. a corpse); 
the mss. are split on this matter. Renehan (1996) offers a spirited 
argument for «péas. 

419a9: Reading atzo for aùr with W, following Barco. 

419b33: Reading épifera: for the ms. ópıčópuevov, following a sugges- 
tion of Torstrik. 

420a4: Reading ôa rò éva dépa efvar with Steinhart, for the ms. dca 
TÒ èv dépi efvau. 

420a7-8: The text here is plainly corrupt. The translation reflects a 
reading of dAAd rò Kwyadpevov pépos, while deleting kaè eupuxov. 
This partly takes up a suggestion of Torstrik, but also rejects part of 
his conjecture. 

420a15: Deleting érav «dun, which is present in U®® but not in CPe. 
420a15: The translation reflects the acceptance of an unattested 
conjecture of Ross, dad’ où for the ms. dAda «aè. 

421a32: Accepting Ross’s seclusion of dz6 tovrwv. 

422a10: Reading 7 adj with the dominant ms. tradition for Ross’s 
unnecessary emendation to 774 adj. 

422028: The translation reflects a reading of rò 8’ éav mepukòs exew 
uù xn 7) paúàws, conjectured by Ross. The text is uncertain. 
422a33-4: Reading dudorépov with Trendelenberg for the ms. 
duddrepa, and omitting ris yedcews as a likely gloss. 

422b6: The translation accepts Ross’s suggestion of aùrņ yap adj, 
though the reading is without ms. support. 

425al 6-17: Adding évés to the list, following CESUV! X®". 
424a29-30: Deleting Ross’s unnecessary excision. 

425b3: Deleting kai“. 

426a2-3: Reading morovuévw for kiwovuévw. 

426a28: Deleting the words «xai...ad70, rightly secluded by 
Torstrik. 

426b7: Accepting Bywater’suggestion of Aue? for Aver. The sugges- 
tion has good ms. support, though cf. 424a30-1. 

426b14: Reading ru with CES! S for rvi SUX. 
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. 426b16: Reading adrod with the ms., in place of advo, preferred by 


Ross, following Essen. 


. 427a10: Accepting Biehl’s conjecture of f pia ù duo. 
. 427a18: Reading «pivew, against Ross’s suggested ¢povetv. 
. 427b16: Reading ¢avracia with C? U? S! and secluding vénais with 


Madvig. Effectively the same meaning results from simply secluding 
vonoats. 


. 428a22-4: Setting aside Ross’s seclusion. 
. 428b19-21: Reading roô & with W, and rejecting Bywater’s trans- 


position, which has been followed by Ross. 


. 429b15: Omitting xai? with C!. 
. 430a10: Accepting Ross’s excisions of œorep and ri. 
. 430a19-22: The brackets here differ from those of Ross, who 


extends them one sentence further, into 430a22. The sentence brack- 
eted is doubtful because it occurs again at 431al—3, where it makes 
better sense, if only marginally. 


. 430b1: Retaining «ai, but accepting Torstrick’s conjecture of 


ovvtiOnar for ovvribeis. 


. 430b2-3: Accepting Ross’ interpolation of 479, rò AeuKov Kai. 
. 430b14-15: Reading rò Sé... ris puxis in this location. Bywater 


contended, perhaps correctly, that this paragraph should be trans- 
posed and inserted into 430b20 after pyKer. 


. 430624: Accepting Forster’s (somewhat desperate) conjecture of éxeiva. 
. 430625: Deleting rôv aiziwy, and rejecting Torstrik’s suggested 


replacement of rôv dvtwv. 


. 431a24: The translation reflects reading u), included by Ross, but 


which has only divided ms. support. 


. 431b14: Reading xofAov évde, dvev. 
. 431b27-8: Reading rò prev émorntov rò ĝè aicbynrdv. 
. 432a13: Reading 7dAAa for raûra, an unnecessary emendation, sup- 


ported, though, by 6. 


. 434a11: Secluding Cornford’s aŭry dé xwe with Bywater, and omit- 


ting the ms. adry dé éxeivyv. 


. 434413: Reading odaipa odaipay with Essen. 
. 434a28-30: The translation reflects Ross’s reasonable transposition 


of Il. 28-29 to 30. 


. 434b5: Omitting ody, following LSUG*. 
. 434b12-13: Deleting darov...a¢q in b12-13 and «ai in b13. 
. 435a2: Reading dAdootra: with Trendelenberg, in place of Ross’s 


aAXovoi, which is, though, well attested. 


. 435al7: Reading trav darev with y. 
. 435b23: Omitting rò êv rpoġ with W. 
. 4-25: Secluding yAdrrav 5... érépw, with Torstrik. 
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BOOK I 
CHAPTER 1 


Introduction to I 1 

Aristotle begins by emphasizing the soul’s importance and by 
recounting the kinds of difficulties which beset its study. He 
makes prominent two related difficulties, both broadly methodo- 
logical: (i) the appropriate form of inquiry to be attempted is 
underdetermined at the outset; and (ii) the starting point of the 
inquiry, whatever its form, is in consequence difficult to ascertain. 
It is striking how quickly these methodological questions give 
way to speculation about the separability of the soul. This is not 
accidental, since scientific inquiry aims at demonstration, and any 
demonstration concerning the soul begins with a statement of what 
the soul is essentially. Questions about the soul’s essence in turn 
involve controversies about whether its attributes are necessarily 
embodied. This, then, explains Aristotle’s opening perplexity: the 
form of inquiry appropriate to the subject matter is partly a func- 
tion of the kind of entity the soul turns out to be essentially, but that 
we cannot know before undertaking an inquiry into its nature. 

The themes of this first, agenda-setting chapter recur through- 
out De Anima. Accordingly, understanding the programme of the 
entire work requires an appreciation of the difficulties and issues 
as Aristotle conceives them in this introductory chapter. It also 
requires an understanding of Aristotle’s conception of science 
(epistémé) and demonstration (apodeixis), including his views on 
how the various sciences are organized and individuated from one 
another. 

Like Plato, Aristotle regularly orders the forms of mental activity 
hierarchically: sense perception is the most common, followed in 
order by memory, experience, craft knowledge, and finally scientific 
knowledge and understanding (APo. 99b34-I00a9, Met. 
980a27-981a12). He elsewhere distinguishes between practical, pro- 
ductive, and theoretical sciences (Top. 145a15, 157a9-10; EN 
1139a27), and further discriminates among lower and higher 
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theoretical sciences: natural science, mathematics, and first 
philosophy or theology, in ascending order (Met. 1026a6-18, 
1064b1-6). 

Part of his classification of the sciences turns on whether their 
objects are separate (chdriston), which proves to be a complex 
and technical matter for him. Given its general importance in 
De Anima, it is important to bear it in mind that Aristotle uses 
the term ‘separate’ (chériston) in several different ways, and that 
he does not always indicate which sense he has in view when 
making claims about the separation of soul or its faculties, 
including most notably reason (nous). In general, separation 
may be spatial, definitional, or unqualified (haplés), where 
unqualified separation indicates a capacity for independent exist- 
ence (Gen. et Cor. 317b10, 329a25; Met. 1019a1—4, 1028a33-4, 
1042a29; EN 1102a28-32). Fine (1984) offers a detailed account 
of separation in Aristotle’s metaphysics; Miller (2012: 308-14) 
offers a crisp and comprehensive overview of the varieties of 
separation in Aristotle, with a special focus on their application 
in De Anima. He reviews inter alia the significant suggestion of 
Caston (1999) that in addition to the varieties of separation just 
listed, Aristotle recognizes in De Anima a distinct sort, namely 
taxonomical separation. For the notion of taxonomical sepa- 
ration and its possible role in Aristotle’s conception of reason, 
see commentary to 430a22-5 in III 5. 

In the present chapter, these distinctions colour the question of 
where the study of the soul fits in Aristotle’s schema of sciences, 
since the answer to that question will be partly determined by 
whether, and, if so, in which way, the soul is separate. At various 
junctures, Aristotle reflects on the question of how psychology 
qualifies as a theoretical science. He tentatively introduces psych- 
ology as a form of natural science, but does not, contrary to the 
view of many contemporary commentators (typical is Ross (1961: 
16)), in fact state unequivocally that this is so. Aristotle’s unwill- 
ingness to offer a determinate and fully general ruling on this 
question has two sources. First, Aristotle appears undecided 
about whether, or, if so, how, the soul qualifies as separate (chér- 
iston), but the assignment of psychology to one or another branch 
of theoretical science turns on precisely this question. Second, in 
typical fashion, before offering his own positive theories Aristotle 
prefers to survey the endoxa, the credible opinions handed down 
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on his topic of inquiry (cf. Top. 100a29-30; Phys. 189a31-2; EN 
1097b8; Met. 995b24). Accordingly, most of De Anima I is taken 
up with considerations of the views of Aristotle’s predecessors, 
views which include a full range of opinions on the question 
of separation. 

Some thinkers before Aristotle conceived of the soul as some 
manner of material body (e.g. the atomists); others regarded it as 
an immaterial entity capable of existing without the body (Plato); 
and still others regarded it as a kind of mathematical entity (some 
unnamed theorists, presumably including Xenocrates, 404b28-30 
and 408b3 1-2; cf. APo. 91a35—b1). On some of these approaches, 
the soul is unqualifiedly separate (chériston hapldés); on others it is 
only qualifiedly separate, perhaps separate only in definition 
(chériston logd(i)); while in others it appears to be not at all 
separate. If, for instance, the soul simply is so many atoms 
swirling in the void, then it is hardly separable from those 
atoms. The same holds for any identification of the soul with 
the elements, whether taken individually or in combination; 
views of this sort are not recounted by Aristotle until the next 
chapter (see note to 404b30-405bI0). Since in Aristotle’s terms, 
his various predecessors implicitly answered the question of the 
appropriate home for the study of soul in different and incom- 
patible ways, at this stage of his inquiry, any definite opinion on 
the appropriate branch of study for psychology might reasonably 
be regarded as pre-emptory. For more on the role of separation 
(chériston) in this chapter, see note to 403a3-27; for more on the 
home of psychology in Aristotle’s division of the sciences, see note 
to 403a27—-b16 and also Shields (2015). 

These difficulties about separation aside, one should also reflect 
more generally on the degree to which Aristotle’s remarks about 
the soul in this chapter are committal or propaedeutic: in endoxic 
or aporetic contexts it is often difficult to determine when Aris- 
totle is speaking in propria persona and when he is not. Although 
in some such contexts it seems perfectly appropriate to under- 
stand him as venturing a view of his own even as he recounts the 
opinions of others, such conclusions are often delicate and easily 
disputed. So, for this reason too, some measure of caution is 
warranted when seeking to ascribe positive doctrine to Aristotle 
on the basis of the several striking remarks he offers in this 
chapter. 
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402aI-4: The Subject of Inquiry and its Importance: Aristotle 
thinks that cognition (eidésis) in general is a fine thing, but that 
some forms of cognition are finer than others in virtue of their 
precision or the elevated status of their objects. The word ‘cogni- 
tion’ (eidésis; 402a1) is unattested before Aristotle and it is prob- 
able that he himself coined it for use as a generic term here. In any 
event, he apparently intends ‘cognition’ to cover the various 
forms of knowing and coming to know recognized in the De 
Anima and elsewhere. 

Aristotle points out that one kind of knowing is better in virtue 
of its being more exact (cf. Top. 157a8-9). Sometimes this judge- 
ment is explicated by reference to the objects of the science in 
question (Met. 982a25-6). In other places, Aristotle relies on the 
status of the premises of the demonstrations employed by an 
exact science, where those which rely on necessary premises qual- 
ify as exact and those which do not are not (Met. 1064a4-7; EN 
1094bI I-27). Theoretical sciences rely on necessary premises, or 
at least on premises which capture natural regularities, things 
which happen either of necessity or usually or, in Aristotle’s 
preferred locution, ‘for the most part’ (Ads epi to polu (APo. 
I 30; Met. 1026b27-1027a15; cf. EN 1094b19-27, 1139b14-19). 
Such occurrences are usual in a more than merely statistical sense, 
involving deviations from natural regularities. The best sort of 
knowing tracks what happens of necessity, or at least for the most 
part in this strong sense. 

By introducing the study of soul as belonging to the first rank of 
science, Aristotle thus intends more than the general judgement 
that studying the soul is an eminently worthy activity. He also 
means, more precisely, that such study is a form of theoretical 
science. One question for the remainder of the chapter concerns 
whether it qualifies as theoretical by being a branch of natural 
science or as a form of first philosophy. On the importance of this 
question, see the Introduction to this chapter and the note to 
403a27-bI16. 


402a4-7: The Contributions of this Study to Other Inquiries: Study 
of the soul is certainly relevant to other disciplines. Appeals to its 
nature help inform, among others, investigations into ethics and 
politics (EN 1102a17-19, 23-4; on the importance of the study of 
soul for ethics, see Irwin (1980) and Shields (2015)). 
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At the same time, suggests Aristotle, its most immediate con- 
tributions are to the physical sciences. He grounds this judgement 
in the claim that the soul is a source or principle (arché) of 
animals, presumably of animal life, by which he means that the 
most distinctive features of animal life, including nutrition, 
growth, self-motion, perception, imagination, and, in humans, 
thought, are explained by appeal to the activities of the soul. 
Aristotle makes this more explicit later, at 413b1 1—13, where it 
is also made clear that souls are not restricted to animals, but are 
present in all living things, including plants, and at 415b8-16a18, 
where the various ways in which the soul is a source or principle 
(arché) of life are distinguished. 


402a7-10: The Aims of this Study: The first aim of the study is 
to ascertain the nature (phusis) and essence (ousia) of the soul. 
Aristotle uses these terms in closely connected ways here, as he 
very often does elsewhere, since the essential features of some- 
thing, those which are necessary, invariant, and explanatorily 
basic, constitute that thing’s nature (Part. An. 646a25; Phys. 
193a9; Met. 1014636, 1019a2, 1064b11). Still, as a linguistic 
matter, Aristotle speaks of nature (phusis) in a variety of different 
ways, sometimes technically and sometimes in a more relaxed 
manner, corresponding in broad outline to the many English uses 
of the term ‘nature’: some uses are normative and some not; some 
pick out the natural world in its totality and others signify rather 
the inherent character or basic defining feature of some individual 
thing within the broader world. In this latter usage, Aristotle will 
say that some part of nature, perhaps a human being, has (echein) 
a nature, which is its essence. In the current passage, Aristotle 
clearly has this second, narrow sense in mind. His use is, however, 
more technical than its closest English parallel, because it carries 
the suggestion that the soul Aas an essence, in addition to being 
the essence of the human animal (cf. Met. 1015a10-11). 

It is also relevant to the investigations of De Anima that Aris- 
totle has a special notion of nature (phusis), such that whatever 
has a phusis has its own internal source or principle (arché) of 
motion; Aristotle develops this notion of a nature (phusis) in 
several passages, especially when he is distinguishing living beings 
from artefacts (Phys. 192b13-15; Met. 1015a13-15, 1070a6-9). 
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In acknowledging that it falls to him to ascertain the essence of 
the soul, Aristotle is responding to a demand of scientific explan- 
ation as he conceives it, because a statement of something’s essential 
properties is the starting point of every demonstration (apodeixis) in 
science (epstémé) (A. Po. 75a42—b2). In order to discharge his purely 
scientific explanatory duties, Aristotle sets out to capture what 
belongs to the soul in its own right (kath’ hauto), and to specify a 
fully general answer to the question: What is the soul? 

Importantly, one central issue pursuant to this question con- 
cerns whether some or all of its properties belong to the soul alone 
or whether they all belong to the ensouled animal. This will prove 
to be an important and tricky question for Aristotle, one with 
significant consequences about the separability of the soul (see 
note to 403a3-27 below for a discussion of this matter). Two 
points are noteworthy at this stage of the inquiry: (i) in posing 
the question this way, Aristotle takes it as given that some psychic 
properties are without question properties of the ensouled entity, 
the whole animal or plant; and (ii) still, it seems at least initially 
that some may be exclusive (or peculiar, idion) to the soul and so 
not appropriately regarded as properties of the animal as a whole. 

In addition to offering an account of the soul’s essence, one 
also needs, says Aristotle, to characterize its ‘properties’ (hosa 
sumbebéke; 402a8). Most often, when Aristotle uses the term 
‘property’ (sumbebékos), it is more or less equivalent to ‘accident’ 
or ‘co-incident’, as it is a property of Alcibiades that he is feeling 
merry this evening. (The rendering ‘co-incident’, which is 
favoured in the translation, is a bit artificial, but is intended to 
capture the fact that various features of an entity or aspects of an 
event may co-incide with one another without that being acci- 
dental or unplanned. Our plans to attend the opera tonight may 
co-incide even though they are independent of one another 
and their co-inciding is neither welcome nor unwelcome.) Some- 
times, though, especially in contexts where it is connected with 
demonstration, the term ‘property’ (sumbebékos) is used in a 
highly technical manner. In this more technical sense, something 
is a property when it follows of necessity from a thing’s essence 
without being part of that essence—e.g. a triangle has the prop- 
erty of having interior angles equalling two right angles, or 
Alcibiades has the property of being able to process novel syntax. 
In the current passage, Aristotle has the more technical notion in 
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mind, as becomes clear in virtue of the examples he gives at 
402b20 (cf. APo. 73b30-74a3, 74a25—-b4). So, he accepts it as 
his task to specify the necessary but non-essential features of the 
soul as well as its essential features. 


402a10—22: Procedures and Starting Points Appropriate to this 
Study: The dominant aim of the study is to state the soul’s 
essence. Because science aims for essence-specifying definitions, 
one might assume that there is a single method of investigation 
appropriate to all forms of scientific inquiry, a method which 
leads to the discovery of the essential features of entities in any 
arbitrarily selected domain. Aristotle queries this assumption: 
perhaps different scientific domains, though equally concerned 
with essence, require distinct forms of investigation. If so, an 
inquiry into the soul is immediately hampered by the prior ques- 
tion of which form of essence-seeking method ought to be 
employed in its investigation. Further, and in any case, even 
when the question of the appropriate form of inquiry is settled, 
there remains the issue of the appropriate starting point for the 
study of soul, since different sciences require different first prin- 
ciples (archai). 

Aristotle does not settle these questions of method here. He 
mentions two approaches to inquiry familiar from Plato and from 
his own philosophy of science: demonstration (apodeixis) and 
division (diairesis) (for the Platonic background, see Phaedrus 
265d; Philebus 15a—16b; Statesman 287c; Soph. 218e-231e; on 
Aristotle’s criticisms of and refinements to Platonic division, see 
APr. 1 31, APo. II 5-6, 13, PA I 2-3; on Aristotelian demonstra- 
tion, see APo. I 2). And he allows, somewhat offhandedly, that 
there might be ‘some other method?’ (tis allé methodos; 402a20) to 
be followed. In this passage Aristotle does not intend to decide 
among these alternatives. Instead, he is primarily pointing out 
that even if one settles upon the appropriate method for studying 
the soul, there remains the formidable difficulty of determining 
the starting points appropriate to the method selected relative to 
the discipline in which it is to be deployed. 

Aristotle’s concern about starting points, or first principles, 
reflects his contention that scientific knowledge be expressed in 
the form of demonstration, which proceeds from axioms which 
are necessary, explanatory, and better known than the propositions 
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derived from them by means of a deduction (apodeixis) (cf. APo. 
71b16—25). The first principles of a given science are not themselves 
proven by the science whose first principles they are. Instead, the 
science accepts them as axiomatic, even though one might wish to 
query or defend them from outside the science. Such first prin- 
ciples will typically make use of non-trivial definitions, the 
sort which state the essence of the kind under consideration 
(Top. 101b38), canonically by placing the definiendum into a 
genus and differentiating it from other species in that same 
genus (Top. 141b26), e.g. ‘man is a rational (differentia) animal 
(genus). To look forward to the positive account of soul in De 
Anima II 1, it seems plain that we are not given a definition of soul 
expressed in this canonical form, though it does not follow that he 
fails to give a definition which qualifies ‘as an account revealing 
why something is’ (APo. 93634), which is the sort he says he 
required for scientific demonstration. 

In any event, Aristotle is not here attempting to straitjacket the 
possible forms of definition we might offer of the soul so much as 
exploring the varieties of approach to its study open to him. In 
this connection, he raises a cautionary note to the effect that 
although we need to become clear about the category to which 
the soul belongs, our doing so will not amount to a statement of 
its essence. He makes this clear by deploying an illustration 
involving numbers and planes, the point of which he does not 
expressly state. Presumably he is drawing upon his conviction 
that while both numbers and planes are kinds of quantity, one, 
number, is discrete, while the other, a plane, is continuous (Cat. 
4b20-5). In the present context, this serves to illustrate that it may 
be possible for us to determine the category to which the soul 
belongs without thereby settling the question of the first principles 
of demonstrations involving it. Taking this to be the purport of 
Aristotle’s illustration, we might ascertain, for example, that time 
belongs in the category of quantity (poson), without first having 
decided whether time is discrete or continuous, something surely 
we must know if we are to understand its nature fully. Conse- 
quently, even if we have grasped the categorial facts about time, 
we may not yet be in a position to display its essence or to 
construct demonstrations involving it. 

Similarly, then, we might determine that the soul is a substance 
(ousia) without even being in a position to state its essence- 
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specifying definition, or even to offer demonstrations involving it. 
Indeed, even if we have grasped the basic categorial facts about 
the soul, we may yet not be in a position to determine whether its 
study belongs to first philosophy or to natural philosophy. Here 
too the dual effect of Aristotle’s observation is to highlight the 
extreme difficulty of the investigation at hand even while pointing 
out how some initial progress can be made. 


402a23-b8: Initial Questions Concerning the Soul: The first 
question concerning the soul, as concerning any other sort of 
entity, is a question rooted in Aristotle’s category theory: what 
sort of thing is it? At this early stage in the investigation, Aristotle 
leaves open the possibility that the soul is not a substance. This is 
in part because of his determination not to prejudge so funda- 
mental a question about the nature of soul, but it also presumably 
reflects the fact—a fact which structures a good deal of the first 
book of De Anima—that Aristotle’s predecessors had placed the 
soul into a variety of different categories (according to Plato it 
was a substance, to Xenocrates a quantity, and to still others a 
quality). In this sense, the categorial question mooted by Aristotle 
is motivated by his deep methodological conviction that philo- 
sophical inquiry begins by collecting and considering the credible 
opinions (endoxa) of those who have already assayed the same 
territory. Aristotle considers each of these proposals in the course 
of De Anima I. 

Aristotle’s second question concerning the soul is equally fun- 
damental, but not categorial: is the soul something which exists in 
potentiality (en dunamei; 402a25-6) or is it rather some sort of 
actuality (entelecheia tis; 402a26)? Unlike the categorial question, 
this is a question which can be formulated only in terms of 
Aristotle’s own dedicated technical terminology and as such 
finds itself at home only within the confines of his mature meta- 
physical system. (On the term ‘actuality’ (entelecheia) and its 
significance for dating De Anima, see the General Introduction, 
n.2.) This question is also non-categorial in the sense that an item 
in any one of the categories might be either something potential 
or something actual (cf. Met. 1046b30, 1047423). 

The question of whether the soul exists potentially or actually 
may sound initially peculiar: should one not assume that what- 
ever exists is actual? Note, however, that Aristotle’s is not a 
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contrast between what possibly and what actually exists, but 
between what exists potentially (en dunamei) and what exists as 
an actuality. In general, something which is potentially ¢ is 
already actually 4y, and indeed has the capacity for being a ¢ 
only in virtue of its being actually a 4. A human is potentially a 
general, whereas a beech tree is not. Humans have capacities for 
generalship precisely in virtue of being human. If there are no 
generals at present, so long as there are humans, generals exist in 
potentiality. By contrast, if there are no humans, generals do not 
exist in potentiality, even though it certainly remains possible, ina 
broad sense, for there to be generals. Thus, being potentially ¢ is 
not coextensive with being possibly ¢. When Aristotle asks the 
question of whether the soul exists in potentiality or as an actual- 
ity, he is asking whether it is more like a quantity of clay, which is 
potentially a statue of Hermes, or rather more like the Hermes 
structure of the statue, which makes that quantity of clay the 
statue it is. In his terms, then, he is asking inter alia whether the 
soul is merely a capacity of something else, some other actual 
something, or whether it is itself something actual. 

In De Anima II 1 Aristotle answers his first two questions 
simultaneously by claiming that the soul is a substance as the 
form and actuality of a body which is potentially alive. This 
answer relies upon Aristotle’s developed and technical hylo- 
morphism, a framework he is not inclined to deploy at this 
juncture of his investigation. (For a general treatment of hylo- 
morphism, see the General Introduction §§ II and III.A; for a 
more detailed treatment of Aristotle’s answer to the questions 
here posed, see note to 412a16—21.) 

To look further ahead, it should be borne in mind that in De 
Anima III 4-5 Aristotle introduces a conception of reason (nous) 
which challenges the suggestion just made, that if x is potentially 
$, xis already actually J. (For a discussion of these issues, see the 
General Introduction § II and the commentary to 429a23-5.) 

The subsequent questions are less fundamental, but equally set 
the agenda for the work’s following chapters and books. The 
question of whether the soul has parts or not turns out to be 
complicated, not least because different conceptions of parts yield 
different answers. On the one hand, if the soul is not a quantity or 
a magnitude (407a2, 410a21) (and here is one way answers to 
Aristotle’s earlier categorial question will have immediate 
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ramifications), then it will lack spatial parts. It may, nevertheless, 
have parts in a more attenuated sense by being analysable into 
species and genus, or by having parts which can only be distin- 
guished in thought, in the way in which Plato introduces the axis 
and circumference of a top as counting among its parts (cf. 
Republic 436d-e). Further, there is a question whether one should 
regard the soul’s capacities as parts, and if so, how so. (This 
question became highly prominent and also highly nuanced in 
later Aristotelianism; for a discussion of one highly developed 
treatment, see Shields (2014).) Aristotle himself takes up this 
question several times in De Anima: 411b5-30, 413b11—414a1, 
432a22-b7. At least this much turns on it: if every body is a 
magnitude, and every magnitude has parts into which it may be 
divided, then if the soul lacks parts of this sort, it will not be 
identifiable with any body. 

When approaching this question, it is important to bear in 
mind that Aristotle is keen to distinguish different senses of 
being a ‘part’ (meros), as well as different senses in which one 
thing may be ‘in’ (en) another (Phys. 210a14-24; Met. A 23 and 
25; cf. Cat. 1224-5). In its broadest, perhaps most natural sense, 
‘We call a part, in one way, the result of any kind of division of a 
quantity; for what is subtracted from a quantity qua quantity is 
always a part of that quantity’ (Met. 1023b12-14). Other, 
broader, non-quantitative notions of part are, however, equally 
available, says Aristotle. A genus can, for instance, be part of its 
form or species (Met. 1023b22-4). So, when considering these 
sorts of questions, it is necessary at a minimum to bear in mind 
Aristotle’s distinction between quantitative and non-quantitative 
parts. On the question and nature of psychic parts in Aristotle, see 
Corcilius and Gregoric (2010). On the relevant academic back- 
ground regarding the terminology of ‘parts’ (moria and meré), see 
Shields (2011). 

In asking whether there is one account of the soul or many, 
Aristotle foreshadows some complications which arise from his 
view that souls form a kind of hierarchy (434a22-b18; cf. Part. 
An. 687a24-690a10; Met. 1075a16-25; cf. also note to 
414b19-415a13). In this connection, when he upbraids some of 
his predecessors for focusing too narrowly on the human soul 
(402b3-4), Aristotle makes clear that he regards being alive and 
being ensouled as coextensive (cf. 415a24-5). Still, perhaps not 
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everything which is alive is alive in precisely the same way; if not, 
then we should not expect a simple definition which captures what 
is common to all living or to all ensouled beings, at least not 
insofar as they are living beings. 

The comparison with animal (26(i)on) is especially instructive: 
is soul, like animal, a genus, so that it admits of a single essence- 
specifying definition? Or is the soul unlike animal in not admitting 
of a single, univocal definition? It should be clear at once that the 
answers to these questions have immediate methodological reper- 
cussions. Are we in fact trying to define something which admits 
of a single non-disjunctive definition? Or are we rather consider- 
ing a range of related cases, with only partial overlap, or even no 
overlap at all? Fairly clearly, different assumptions about our 
quarry will incline us to seek different sorts of accounts. If, by 
contrast, we do not know how unified we should regard the item 
whose definition we seek, then neither do we know the sort of 
definition for which we should be aiming—or indeed whether we 
should be aiming for a single definition at all. That Aristotle asks 
but does not answer this sort of question bespeaks an appropriate 
modesty for this stage of his inquiry. A contemporary analogue 
might be consciousness: a philosopher at the beginning of an 
inquiry into its nature would do well to leave open the question 
of whether it in fact has a single determinate essence, or indeed 
any essence at all. 


402b9-16: Some Subordinate Questions: Aristotle revisits the 
question of whether the soul has parts or not (see note to 402a23- 
b8), but now connects this to two further, related questions: (i) 
should we seek a very general definition of soul, one abstracting 
from individual types of soul, and (ii) on the assumption that the 
soul does have parts, should we investigate them before consid- 
ering the whole, and, again, if so, should we begin by considering 
their activities and characteristic objects? 

Aristotle speaks of ‘parts’ (meré) loosely in posing these sorts of 
questions. The first seems a primarily taxonomical sense (one 
might ask: when thinking about animal populations, should a 
biologist focus first on a genus of animals or on its parts, the species 
which constitute it?). The second is more familiar, thinking of 
the faculties of the soul as in some sense or other as its parts. 
The questions relate, however, because one may think of the 
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faculties as determining kinds of souls, so that ‘the perceptual soul’ is 
a distinct kind of soul from ‘the nutritive soul’ (see note to 414b19- 
415a11), both of which would then fall under the genus of soul. 

This explains why Aristotle frames his question by wondering 
whether soul is like the case of animal, where ‘the universal 
animal is either nothing or is posterior to these’ (402b7-8). His 
concern is that as nothing is an animal without being some kind of 
animal, so nothing will be a soul without being some kind of soul. 
Consequently, if the comparison holds, just as no definition of 
animal will define any actual individual animal fully and com- 
pletely, so no generic definition of soul will fully define any 
individual soul at all. In effect, then, Aristotle is again raising 
the question of whether any general definition of soul would be 
contentful, registering as a concern that no such definition would 
fully describe any actually existing soul or even any individual 
kind of soul or ‘part’ of the soul (see Met. 999a6-10 and Pol. 
1275a34-8; cf. EN 1096a19-35; EE 1218a1-8). 

This same notion of ‘part’ recurs in Aristotle’s contention that 
one must determine ‘if there are not many souls but rather the 
soul has parts’ (402b9). At first this distinction may seem ill- 
coordinated, since one might well suppose that there are many 
souls, all of which have parts. Aristotle’s contrast, however, is to 
be understood as taxonomically cast: his distinction between 
there being many souls and one soul with parts is a contrast 
between there being a single genus of soul shared by all living 
beings or there being distinct kinds of soul, which might or might 
not prove to be species of a single genus. The contrast, then, 
evidently is one dealing not with different species of animals, 
but rather with kinds of souls typed by their capacities. 

To illustrate the taxonomical character of this worry, one 
might in the same way ask whether we should say that there is 
just some one genus of body, of which living human bodies, 
bodies of water, bodies politic, and dead bodies are all species, 
or whether we are really talking about several different kinds of 
things, however related, all of which happen to be called ‘bodies’. 
Perhaps, that is, it is a mere accident of a language that all these 
different kinds of bodies are called ‘bodies’. Or perhaps this not 
accidental, even though bodies do not form a single kind. For 
instance, they might be related in the way in which Wittgenstei- 
neans think that games are related: although there is no one 
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feature or set of features that all and only bodies have in common, 
still, there may be overlapping criss-crossing sets of features 
which explain how they form a loosely related group displaying 
a series of similarities to one another. Or, then again, bodies may 
exhibit still more structure, while still failing to constitute a single 
genus, such that they are Aristotelian core-dependent homonyms, 
that is, roughly, kinds of entities all of which bear close depend- 
ency relations to a core instance, in the way that healthy cheeks, 
healthy diets, and healthy exercise regimens qualify as healthy 
because of their being suitably related to health. (For a detailed 
treatment of core-dependent homonymy, see Shields (1999); for a 
more introductory treatment, see Shields (2014, § 3.6).) In this 
case, bodies would not form a single genus, but would, nonethe- 
less, constitute a closely connected set of entities. Still, if it were 
uncovered that there really is some one genus here, then we would 
want to know how the ‘parts’-—that is the species of that genus— 
differ from one another. 

So, much depends on whether we think we are dealing with one 
kind of thing, several kinds of only accidentally related things, or 
rather distinct but non-accidentally related kinds of things. If we 
were to form the view that there is no one genus body common to 
all the cases mentioned (as presumably we think there is not), then 
there is no point in our seeking a single essence-specifying defin- 
ition of body, even if we think that the kinds of bodies mentioned 
are otherwise importantly related. To return to the case of the 
soul, then, Aristotle is raising the question of whether the various 
ensouled beings we recognize, all living beings, have something in 
common, the soul—which in turn prompts him to ask whether 
there is a univocal definition of soul capturing the single genus 
covering all souls, whatever their type. 

Looked at from this perspective, Aristotle at first wanted to 
know whether one should think of the soul on the model of body 
or rather on the model of animal. He now asks, on the assumption 
that it is more like animal than body, how the various kinds of 
souls—nutritive souls, perceptual souls, reasoning souls—are to 
be distinguished from one another, and how, once distinguished, 
their definitions relate to one another. 

He also asks in this connection, nodding to one of his own 
methodological precepts, whether we should not first inquire into 
the activities distinctive of the various types of souls, and if so, 
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into their various objects. The idea here is that two types of soul— 
or two faculties of one soul—are distinct if they have distinct 
activities ranging over discrete objects. Thus, nutrition and per- 
ception are distinct from one another because their activities, 
digesting and perceiving, are distinct; and if we had any doubt 
as to whether their activities were distinct, we could see straight- 
away that they must be, since they range over different objects, 
food and perceptible objects, since what it is to be perceptible is 
not the same as what it is to provide nutrition, even though food is 
perceptible. Of course, in these cases, we will not have doubted 
that the activities ranging over these objects are distinct. In other 
cases, for example in perceiving and understanding, or in remem- 
bering and imagining, we might not be initially so sure. At any 
rate, Aristotle repeatedly accuses some of his predecessors of 
failing to distinguish perception (aisthésis) from understanding 
(phronésis) and of thereby reaping intolerable epistemic conse- 
quences (Met. 1009b12-1010a1; cf. note to 404a25~-b7). 

On the general character of Aristotle’s principle of object- 
driven capacity individuation, see the Introduction to II 4, and 
notes to 418a11-17 and 429b10-21. 

The difficult questions posed in this passage find an important, 
if equally difficult, response in De Anima II 3, which in turn 
should be explicated with a view towards the sort of answer it 
offers to the problems posed here. See note to 414b19-415a11. 


402b16—403a2: Relations between Essences and Properties in 
Definition: After setting out most of the questions to be asked 
concerning the soul, Aristotle interjects an observation regarding 
definition and method, one which goes some way toward address- 
ing the methodological worries introduced so far. If definition 
requires essence specification, and essence specification presup- 
poses knowledge of a thing’s nature, which in turn requires 
understanding whether the thing defined is separate, then demon- 
strations regarding the soul cannot proceed without knowing 
whether it is separate. That knowledge, however, is precisely 
what we lack at the beginning of our study. 

Aristotle now suggests a way forward. Given that a thing’s 
properties, in the technical sense introduced at 412a7-I0, as 
what follows from a thing’s essence of necessity without being 
part of that essence, are related in stable ways to a thing’s essence, 
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we can focus on them first, in the order of discovery, since they are 
more manifest than the essence upon which they follow. Here 
Aristotle implicitly appeals to his distinction between what is 
‘better known to us’ and what is ‘better known by nature’ 
(APo. 71b9-16, 71b32-72a5; Top. 105a16; EN 1095a2-4), and 
to his contention that ‘the road to first principles and causes 
proceeds naturally from what is better known and clearer to us 
to what is clearer and better known by nature’ (Phys. 184a16-18). 
So, if we determine more or less by experience that being able to 
process novel syntax is a property of human beings, then we 
should have some clue as to the essence of humans, because we 
suppose that some essentially human capacity or other must 
underwrite this ability, a capacity such as rationality, which 
equally underwrites other properties (again in the technical 
sense of sumbebékota) such as being able to make detailed plans 
for the future or to identify patterns in complex data sets. If, as we 
collect such properties, we discover repeatedly the same under- 
lying explanation for their occurrences, we find ourselves on a 
road towards discovering the essence of their bearer and so closer 
to being able to formulate the scientific definitions we seek. Of 
course, as Aristotle cautions, if we misidentify a thing’s proper- 
ties, our eventual definitions will be false or simply vacuous. 

These observations encapsulate a good deal of detailed Aristo- 
telian philosophical methodology, some of it controversial and 
much of it fraught with interpretative difficulty. Needless to say, if 
that methodology proves untenable, the proposed way forward 
will lose much of its attraction. (For some of Aristotle’s discus- 
sions of relevant scientific method, see APo. I 6, I 31, and II 19.) 
Still, at this point in a special inquiry, Aristotle will reasonably 
appeal to his developed methodology without pausing to conduct 
an investigation into its justification or even to recount his settled 
procedural principles. 


403a3-27: A Crucial Difficulty about the Soul’s Affections and 
their Relation to the Body: Aristotle’s reflection on method 
gives way to a final problem confronting the study of soul, a 
problem which he rightly regards as both central and extraordin- 
arily difficult. It is a problem regarding the affections (pathé) of 
the soul: whether all are common to body and soul together, or 
whether some are peculiar to the soul alone. Two questions about 
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his concern are immediately apposite. First, what is involved in 
something’s being common (koinon) to soul and body? Second, 
which affections (pathé) are common, and which not, if any? 

As his examples make clear, Aristotle here uses the term ‘affec- 
tions’ generically, so that it includes a variety of mental states, from 
being angry to perceiving to reasoning (403a6-7). The first question 
seems straightforward on its surface, but its complexities emerge 
upon deeper reflection, and this is presumably why Aristotle 
observes, ‘This it is necessary to grasp, but not easy’ (403a4-5). 
The initial formulation of the question is just this: are there some 
psychological states which are states of the soul alone, or are all 
psychological states also states of ‘what has the soul’ (403a4)? Or 
should we conclude that it is also the case that some states are 
‘peculiar to the soul itself’ (esti ti kai tés psuchés idion autés; 
403a4-5)? Thus posed, the question evidently presupposes that 
being peculiar (idion) and being common (koinon) are exhaustive 
and exclusive options, and then also, as at 402a7—10, that at least 
some, or indeed most, of such states are common to the soul and 
its possessor. 

The complexity of this question begins to emerge when condi- 
tions on commonality are queried; and its importance surfaces 
when Aristotle connects it to questions about the soul’s separabil- 
ity. On the first point, Aristotle will elsewhere maintain that 
‘perception comes about through the body in the soul’ (De Sensu 
436b6). Is this sufficient to make perception ‘common’ (koinon) to 
soul and body? If so, will it also be sufficient to make reasoning 
common to soul and body, if it is assumed that all reasoning has 
its origin in sense perception (see note to 432a7-8)? 

We can usefully, if non-exhaustively, distinguish weak from 
strong commonality: 


Strong Commonality: ¢ is common to x and y iff: (i) x and y are 
distinct; (ii) ¢ is predicated of both x and y in a non-derivative 
way; and (iii) ¢ is predicated of x and y jointly if at all. 

Weak Commonality: ¢ is common to x and y iff: (i) x and y are 
distinct; and (ii) ¢ cannot be predicated of one without its being 
the case that the other is ineliminably involved in the process of 
its coming to be so predicated. 


According to weak, but not strong, commonality, if we assume 
that reasoning (or thinking, noésis) requires perception (aisthésis) 
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or appearance (phantasia), as Aristotle later suggests (431a16-17, 
432a7-14, with note to 432a10-15), then even reasoning will be 
common to soul and body, despite the fact that, as Aristotle will 
equally contend, there is no bodily organ for it (429a24-6, with 
note to 429a18-27). By contrast, according to Strong Common- 
ality, this will not suffice, since reasoning could be a non-derived 
intrinsic property of the soul even if it required perception in the 
broad empiricist sense that nihil est in intellectu quod non prius in 
sensu. As stated, Strong Commonality ranges over many distinct 
sorts of cases. It is a bit harder to produce uncontroversial cases of 
Strong Commonality, though the notion does seemed tailored to 
hylomorphism. Two trees might have greenness in common, but 
being green is not jointly predicated of them, since it might well 
continue to be predicated of one when the other is felled; so they 
fail Strong Commonality by failing to satisfy (iii). By contrast— 
to use one of Aristotle’s own illustrations—weaving is predicated 
of the body and soul together, though, let us suppose, the body is 
not identical to the soul. The weaver seems to be an ensouled 
body, not merely a soul and not merely a body. 

In some places Aristotle seems to rely only on a version of 
Weak Commonality, as at 403a9, where he allows as a sufficient 
condition of reasoning’s being common to the body and soul that 
it be ‘not without imagination’ (mê aneu phantasias). In this sense, 
the mere fact that it is tethered to the body by virtue of the fact 
that imagination is necessarily bodily makes reasoning common 
to body and soul. Yet, as stated, Weak Commonality seems 
unsatisfactorily profligate. According to it, being French is predi- 
cated in common of les galettes des Rois and the pdtissier who 
made them—the cakes are ‘not without’ a confectioner. Of 
course, it may be open to Aristotle to tighten up this principle, 
by restricting the ways in which the body must be involved in the 
production of thought; or it may be that on reflection his con- 
sidered view will be a form of Strong Commonality. He does not 
here advance any determinate attitude towards these alternatives. 

Another layer of complexity is added when we come to see 
what turns on this question of the conditions of commonality. 
For Aristotle connects it immediately with questions of separability, 
by making peculiarity (being idion) necessary and sufficient for 
separation (403a10—12). Here too we have different claims, depend- 
ing upon the type of separation at issue (see the Introduction to this 
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chapter). If it is mere definitional separation, then we have a less 
consequential claim than if ontological separation is in view. Onto- 
logical separation entails a capacity for independent existence, with 
the result that, if met, it allows Aristotle to envisage a form of post- 
mortem existence, provided that Strong Commonality fails. This 
seems to be the sort of separation envisaged by Plato in the Phaedo 
and elsewhere, where plainly Strong Commonality does fail. 

In the current, aporetic context, it is difficult to decide which 
notion of separation Aristotle has in view. He seems mainly 
concerned with definition in this chapter, which may suggest 
that his primary consideration is definitional separation. At the 
same time, his earlier individuation of the sciences in terms of 
the form of separation of their objects, a topic to which he 
returns at the end of thechapter, suggests that he may be concerned 
with ontological separation as well (see notes to 402a1-4 and 
403a27-b16). 

Given the striking character of Aristotle’s contention, it may 
be stressed that his Greek makes clear that he is talking about 
the separation of the soul, as opposed to a part of the soul, when 
connecting peculiarity and separation (at 403a12, the antecedent 
of the word ‘separate’ (choristé) is clearly ‘soul’ (psuché), so that 
he is characterizing the whole soul and not one of its parts as 
separate). So, however separation is to be understood, it is held 
that a sufficient condition of the soul’s being separate is its 
having some affection peculiar to it. This seems a surprising 
contention, since, as we have seen, Aristotle clearly thinks that 
most psychic affections are common to body and soul: his very 
way of posing his question at 403a3-5 presupposes that this is 
so. It is hard to see immediately how the soul could be separate 
either in definition or in fact if some of its operations are also 
operations of the body. At the same time, with independently 
defensible mereological principles, Aristotle could justifiably 
assert either ontological or definitional separation. These issues 
are further explored in II 3. 

Those difficulties acknowledged, the alternatives proposed in 
this plainly aporetic passage seem clear. On the one hand, Aris- 
totle is evidently tempted by the position that all of the soul’s 
affections are common to the body (403a16), thus yielding a 
simple argument: (i) the soul is separable if and only if there is 
some affection peculiar to it, in the sense of not being common to 
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it and the body; (ii) every property of the soul is common to the 
body; hence (iii) the soul is not separable from the body. Heading 
in the other direction, he hardly thinks commonality is obvious or 
unquestionably correct (40345), yielding the opposite argument: 
(i) the soul is separable if and only if there is some affection 
peculiar to it, in the sense of not being common to it and the 
body; (ii) there is some affection peculiar to the soul; hence, (iii) 
the soul is separable from the body. Again, of course, the direc- 
tion of the argument to be taken, as well as the final purport of 
that argument, will depend upon whether we understand onto- 
logical or definitional separation as in view. (For a development 
of this topic, see note to 413a2—10; for other passages where 
Aristotle is more sensitive to questions about the soul’s parts, 
see Part. An. 641a14-b10 and De Sensu 436a17-b6). 

However that may be, we should not attempt to infer too much 
positive doctrine from the current passage. Although the connec- 
tion between peculiarity and separation figures prominently in 
Aristotle’s considered thinking about the relation between soul 
and body, here he is merely intending to raise the issue, not to 
offer a determinate view. 

Pursuant to these broader, more consequential issues in this 
important passage are several more local points, equally import- 
ant for our understanding of Aristotle’s way of thinking about the 
study of soul. 

First, after adducing some commonplace data in support of the 
thought that all psychological affections are common to soul and 
body, all of which point to an intimate connection between 
psychic and bodily states, Aristotle advances the thought that 
such affections are ‘accounts in matter’ (logoi en hulé(i); 
403a25). The phrase thus translated relies on only one possible 
construction of the text. Reading an alternative text which many 
contemporary editors prefer, though it derives from inferior 
manuscripts and commentaries from late antiquity, we have 
instead ‘enmattered accounts’ (logoi enuloi). The difference is 
more than mere nuance, if the latter (logoi enuloi) is understood 
to carry the suggestion that psychic states are themselves essen- 
tially material, while the former (logoi en hulé(i)) stops short of 
that claim, asserting only that psychic states are merely realized in 
matter. If the difference between the texts is understood this way, 
the second, but not the first, version leaves open the question of 
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whether the psychic states are essentially themselves material 
states. Probably Aristotle only intends the weaker claim, that 
psychic affections are accounts in matter, since: (i) he regards 
this issue as an open question much later in De Anima, at II 1 
413a5-7, when he is offering his own positive view of the matter; 
and (ii) the word ‘enmattered’ (enu/oi) is not otherwise attested in 
Aristotle or his contemporaries and seems to be a much later 
coinage, coming into currency only with the Greek commentators 
writing some centuries after Aristotle. 

Second, whichever text one prefers, the notion of ‘account’ 
(logos) here requires explication, since, taken one way, neither 
‘enmattered accounts’ nor ‘accounts in matter’ makes ready sense 
in English. I have preferred ‘account’ as a rendering of logos for 
consistency’s sake, but it should be made clear that logos here 
corresponds to what is defined, as opposed to what does the 
defining. (English distinguishes analogously between the defin- 
ition of man as some manner of linguistic formula characterizing 
the essence of man and as the defining feature of man, that is, the 
feature captured in that essence-specifying definition.) Similar 
uses are found at Phys. 209a21, Met. 1044b12, and especially 
1058b19, where Kallias is said to be ‘logos with matter’; and 
elsewhere Aristotle contrasts a thing’s /ogos with its name or 
names (Met. 1006bI, 1030a7). In all of these contexts logos is 
used in a manner closely connected to form (eidos). It is, there- 
fore, reasonable to understand Aristotle—depending on the text 
preferred—as contending either that the psychological states 
mentioned are ‘enmattered forms’ or ‘forms in realized in matter’ 
or perhaps even, somewhat more loosely, ‘enmattered structures’ 
or ‘structures realized in matter’. Consequently, our final under- 
standing of all of these renderings will need to rely upon some 
prior understanding of form (eidos) in Aristotle’s hylomorphism. 
For more on the notion of form in this framework, see the 
General Introduction § II; for a more developed overview of 
the notion of form in Aristotle’s hylomorphism, see Shields 


(2007, §§ 2.4 and 2.5). 


403a27—-b16: Dialectical, Physical, and Philosophical Definitions: 
Given the connection Aristotle has forged between commonality 
and non-separability, and between peculiarity and separability, 
questions about the science appropriate to soul turn crucially on 
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the prior question (prior to us, that is; cf. note to 402b16—403a2) 
of whether there are affections peculiar to the soul alone. Clearly, 
the science of psychology will be theoretical, rather than practical 
or productive. The difficult question concerns whether it is most 
akin to natural philosophy, mathematics, or first philosophy. (See 
the headnote to this chapter on the divisions among and within 
the sciences.) 

Aristotle begins to answer this question by positing different 
forms of definition, some of which apparently cite material real- 
izations (anger is blood boiling around the heart), while others 
cite formal features (anger is the desire for retaliation), and still 
others cite the form in matter and specify final causes (a house is a 
form in stone for the purpose of providing shelter). He then wants 
to know which form of definition falls within the province of the 
student of nature (the phusikos). This question in turn suggests a 
further question about which, if any, of the definitions of psycho- 
logical states introduced qualifies as a privileged sort of definition. 
Which, that is, states the essence? This is, after all, what we seek 
(402a7-8). 

Given the suggestion that all psychological states are accounts 
in matter (logoi en hulé(i)) or enmattered accounts (logoi enuloi), 
it is tempting to understand Aristotle as arguing very directly: (i) 
psychological affections are accounts in matter; hence, (ii) their 
definitions will need to make reference to the appropriate sort of 
bodily states; but if (ii), then (iii) the study of soul falls to the 
student of nature. Hence, (iv) the study of soul falls to the student 
of nature. From there it is a small step to the conclusion that 
psychology belongs to natural philosophy, rather than first phil- 
osophy. And so Aristotle is commonly read. 

This is mistaken, especially if it is to be understood as Aristotle’s 
final determination on this matter. First, it is worth re-emphasizing 
the preliminary, aporetic character of this first chapter: it sets an 
agenda for study, but does not execute that study. Second, and 
more to the point, Aristotle is much more circumspect than this 
argument would indicate. He does not embrace (iv) as stated. 
Instead, he says, ‘A consideration of the soul, either all souls or 
this sort of soul, is already in the province of the student of nature’ 
(403a27-8). The qualification is echoed and made still more prom- 
inent in a corresponding passage of the Metaphysics: ‘it is clear 
how it is necessary in the natural sciences to investigate and define 
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what something is, and also why it belongs to the student of nature 
to investigate concerning some part of the soul, however much is 
not without matter’ (1026a4—6). So it would be wrong to under- 
stand Aristotle as now asserting, with any definiteness or finality, 
that the whole of psychology is a branch of natural philosophy. In 
fact this is a matter about which Aristotle exhibits a good deal of 
ambivalence, the root of which is his perplexity about the separ- 
ability of soul. 

It is noteworthy that despite the near universal agreement on 
this topic today, even the innocuous-sounding question of the 
branch of science (epistémé) to which the study of soul belongs 
sparked lively controversies in earlier periods of Aristotelian 
scholarship. For a salutary discussion of how this general contro- 
versy played out in the Renaissance, see Bakker (2007). For a 
highly nuanced reading of the passage from a contemporary point 
of view, see Wedin (1996). 

Finally, given the richly suggestive character of this passage, 
one should pause to decouple questions about the proper home of 
psychology as a science from the crucially related question of 
whether Aristotle here commits himself to the claim that forms 
are in any essential or even intrinsic sense matter-involving. One 
reason for thinking so, following Charles (2008) and Peramatizis 
(2011: 106), would be as follows. Aristotle here treats the affec- 
tions (pathé; 403a25) as themselves matter-involving, because 
they are themselves hylomorphic compounds. He then contends 
that formulae (horoi, 403a25, sometimes rendered as definitions or 
as defining formulae) of such affections will consequently be 
matter-involving. Since, however, definitions are always defin- 
itions of forms, forms themselves are here presumed to involve 
matter not only intrinsically, but essentially, since definitions state 
essences. So, here forms, souls, are understood to be not only 
intrinsically but essentially material. 

Against this argument two points should be noted. First, Aris- 
totle may not be speaking of definition (horismos) in the strictest 
sense of the term; second, even if he were, it would not follow that 
a mention of matter would be a way of indicating that forms 
themselves are intrinsically material. As for the first point, Frede 
(1990) has plausibly argued that the notion of a formula, or 
defining formula (horos), here is likely not to be understood as 
definition in Aristotle’s most strict and technical sense, where 
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definitions in the strict sense are essence-specifying accounts of 
form alone. In some other, more relaxed cases, definitions are 
rather definitions of the compound, and in these instances they 
are not formal and will trivially mention matter (cf. Met. 
1026a23, Phys. 193b35—194a7). 

Further, second, even if we were to waive that response, it 
would not follow that a definition of form would require mention 
of matter in such a way as to treat it as intrinsic, let alone 
essential, to the form itself. A form might merely be matter- 
involving hypothetically, so that, for instance, if there is to be 
anger in a human being, then there must be some suitable mater- 
ial basis for the realization of anger, where that basis is under- 
stood as something functionally suitable, with blood boiling 
around the heart offered as a typical example. The upshot 
would then be that definitions of (some but not therefore all) 
affections of the soul would appropriately allude to the fact that 
in humans anger has some hypothetically necessary material 
basis. This seems, in any event, all that Aristotle overtly concludes 
in the present passage: ‘For this is the account of the thing, but it 
is necessary that it be in matter of this sort if it is to exist’ (ei estai, 
403b2-3). 


403b16—19: A Return to Topic: The close of the chapter signals 
a return to its main topic and sums up some of its preliminary 
results. Though he clearly inclines toward the conclusion that the 
psychological affections of animals are inseparable from their 
natural matter, Aristotle does not finally embrace it for all attri- 
butes of the soul. 

Psychological affections, at least those like anger and fear, 
suggests Aristotle, are unlike lines and surfaces as regards their 
separability. As mathematical objects, lines and surfaces are def- 
initionally but not ontologically separate. So, in distinguishing 
psychological affections from mathematical objects, the chapter’s 
final thought is that the affections of the soul are not even separ- 
able in definition. This does not, however, settle the question, 
raised at several points, whether all psychic affections are like 
anger and fear in this respect. This is a point worth recalling, since 
later Aristotle will assert directly that reason is separate, in some 
sense or other (see note to 429b5). If we think that the final 
conclusion of this chapter is that all psychological affections are 
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inseparable even in definition, then we will have to understand 
Aristotle as later changing his mind, or as contradicting himself. 
It is probably, therefore, better to regard him as offering a partial 
judgement about some of the soul’s affections rather than as 
issuing a fully comprehensive one about all psychic affections. 
This would, at any rate, be in keeping with his qualified finding 
about the proper domain for the study of soul. 

The text of this passage is also extremely difficult and plainly 
corrupt. In particular, the phrase ‘in this way inseparable from 
the natural matter of animals’ (403ba17—18) is very uncertain and 
has been subjected to several different proposed emendations. 
The translation accepts a highly conjectural proposal of Ross, 
the purport of which is that ‘all those affections that are like fear 
and anger are not separate...in the manner in which lines and 
planes are separate—though they are, all the same, not separate.’ 
Other possibilities include: (i) ‘are not somehow separate’; or 
simply (iii) ‘are not separate’. The latter possibilities, which result 
in ungrammatical syntax, omit any direct comparison with the 
manner in which lines and planes may or may not be regarded as 
separate. Bostock (2012: Appendix) offers an incisive discussion, 
along with a proposed restructuring of the text. 


CHAPTER 2 


Introduction to I 2 
Aristotle follows his own regularly given advice in this chapter by 
beginning his study with a survey of the endoxa, or credible opin- 
ions, concerning the soul (cf. Top. 100a29-30, Phys. 189a31-32, 
EN 1097b8, 1145b2-7; Met. 995b24, DC 294b6—13). Although he 
does not respect this prescription in every work, Aristotle often 
prefaces his inquiries with a consideration of extant views on his 
topic of inquiry (e.g. Metaphysics A and Politics II), presumably 
because he regards such a practice as in one way or another 
salutary. Precisely why he should do so has, however, been a 
matter of some dispute, as has the nature of his attitude towards 
the methodological constraints, if any, imposed by this procedure. 
In some passages, Aristotle has been understood to suggest rather 
extremely that his philosophy proceeds solely by untying the con- 
ceptual knots bequeathed to him by those who had approached its 
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questions with insufficiently developed explanatory frameworks 
(on the basis, e.g., of Met. 995a27-33); rarely, or never, though, 
does his actual practice provide any reason to suppose that he 
regards himself as bound by any such restrictive and indefensible 
methodology. On the contrary, Aristotle is willing to introduce the 
views of others only to reject them. 

Indeed, in the present chapter, although he mainly recounts the 
views of those whose opinions he regards as worthy of record, 
Aristotle is primarily interested in eliciting agreement about at 
first two, and then, later, three features held to be central to the 
soul. Initially he notes that the soul is characterized predominantly 
by its role in motion (or change) and perceiving (kinései te kai t6(i) 
aisthanesthai; 403b25-7); towards the end of the chapter, in offer- 
ing a summary, he adds incorporeality as another noteworthy 
psychic feature (t6(i) asématé(i)); 405b12). When recounting 
these endoxa, Aristotle for the most part concentrates on the 
views of recognized natural philosophers. Some figures are intro- 
duced mainly only to be set aside (certain Pythagoreans, Thales, 
Diogenes, Heracleitus, Alemaeon, Hippo, and Critias, the last 
three of whom have little standing in his mind, as does the 
unnamed author of the view that the soul is a self-moving number, 
whose contention receives an arch rebuke from Aristotle); others 
are accorded fuller treatment (Democritus, Empedocles, Anaxag- 
oras, and Plato). For an account of Aristotle’s methods of discuss- 
ing the natural philosophers, see Hussey (2012). 

A doxographer would want to investigate each of Aristotle’s 
ascriptions in some detail. Our interest, by contrast, resides pri- 
marily with the purport of Aristotle’s discussions for his own 
constructive account of the soul. Importantly, Aristotle accepts 
into his own positive theory, with certain refinements, the two 
dominant characteristics of the soul, perception and motion, 
while his attitudes towards the third, incorporeality, are more 
complicated and more difficult to gauge, not least because it is 
not entirely clear what is meant by this characterization (see note 
to 404b30—405b10). Indeed, the issue of incorporeality introduces 
significant difficulties into our understanding of Aristotle’s 
approach to the soul in general, and in particular to his concep- 
tion of reason (nous). 

However that may be, the endoxic tone of the present chapter is 
primarily descriptive (one significant exception is the criticism of 
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Anaxagoras at 405b19-23). Subsequent chapters of De Anima 
I become increasingly critical, and so commensurately more con- 
sequential for our understanding of Aristotle’s hylomorphism. 
Aristotle makes some effort to classify the theories of his pre- 
decessors by treating them as emphasizing either motion or per- 
ception. He does not adhere to this categorization at all strictly; 
rather, when he turns his attention to theories with a primary 
emphasis on perception at 404b7, he introduces and concentrates 
on the issue of which first principles (archai) or basic elements 
(stoicheia) the thinker under consideration employed to explain 
perception: earth, air, fire, water, or some combination of these. 


403b20—4: The Importance of Considering Earlier Views: As 
suggested in the chapter’s introduction, Aristotle places special 
importance on the consideration of the views advanced by his 
predecessors. Here he offers the humble, if sensible, justification 
that his doing so will afford him the opportunity to embrace what 
was correct in the views of those who came before him while 
guarding against what was wrong-headed in their approaches. 
This latter justification is noteworthy insofar as it makes plain 
that Aristotle does not regard himself as in any way bound by the 
views handed down to him. (Similar attitudes find expression at 
Met. 983 b1, 987a2, 993a25-b4; and Pol. 1260b32.) 


403b24-31: Primary Differentiating Features of the Soul: The 
two features most distinctive of the soul seem to be motion and 
perception. Aristotle identifies as one of the soul’s principal fea- 
tures not the initiation of motion but rather, simply, motion. He 
recognizes, of course, that lifeless entities can perfectly well be in 
motion. His speaking more generally of motion, as opposed, 
more narrowly, to the initiation of motion, probably results 
from his wanting to use this occasion to set up a criticism of his 
predecessors, to the effect that they wrongly inferred that souls 
must be in motion if they are to initiate motion. This is an 
important criticism which undergirds a good many of Aristotle’s 
censures throughout the first book of De Anima. 

Aristotle shows a bit of circumspection in his initial attitude 
towards the endoxa he recounts: ‘These are also very nearly the 
two features of the soul which we have taken over from our 
predecessors’ (403b27-8). The word ‘nearly’ (schedon) reflects 
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Aristotle’s contention that entities capable of initiating motion 
need not themselves be in motion; he thinks that his predecessors 
were right to seize upon motion as a differentiating feature of the 
soul, but wrong, then, to infer that in order to be a source of motion 
the soul must itself be in motion. In the next chapter, he will also 
maintain that the soul is not even, in its own right, capable of being 
moved. So, in this restricted sense, it cannot be in motion, though it 
is asource of motion inensouled beings and can beitselfin motion in 
an attenuated sense by being appropriately related to what is in 
motion in its own right. On Aristotle’s view of co-incidental motion, 
see the Introduction to I 3, together with the note to 405b3 1I-406a12. 

Here, though, Aristotle intends only to reject the inference, 
ascribed at first to some unnamed predecessors but then held to 
include Democritus at 403b31, that, necessarily, if x initiates y’s 
motion, x must itself be in motion. See also 427a17 and 432a15. 


403b31-—404a16: Democritus and Leucippus: Aristotle suggests 
that Democritus settles on fire as the stuff of the soul because: (i) 
without being in motion, the soul could not initiate motion; and (ii) 
the soul is most easily thought of as being in motion ifit is understood 
to be made of the tiny spherical atoms which make up fire. These 
atoms are also compared to the tiny motes seen darting ceaselessly 
about in shafts of light. Aristotle thus treats Democritus’ conjecture 
as an inference from some observed phenomenon, as he very often 
does when reconstructing the snippets of reasoning ascribed to the 
Presocratic naturalists. It seems safe to assume that Aristotle’s recon- 
struction here, as elsewhere, is probably his own conjecture rather 
than a report of Democritus’ actual pattern of inference. 

A good example of his procedure is his observation that ‘It is 
for this reason that they also say that the mark of life is breathing’ 
(404a9-10). The philosophers discussed have not themselves 
overtly offered the ground in question, but Aristotle, rightly 
understanding it to be a reasonable basis for their view, offers it 
to them in his reconstruction. 

The remaining remarks concerning breath and life are related 
to Aristotle’s main point, but only tangentially. Democritus is 
represented as holding that the ceaseless motion of the tiny spher- 
ical atoms which make up the soul leads them to be expelled as 
the body contracts when exhaling. Aristotle offers a fuller account 
of Democritus on breathing at De Resp. 471b30-472a25. 
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404a16—20: The Pythagoreans: According to Aristotle, the 
same presupposition, that only what is already in motion can 
initiate motion, drives the view ascribed to certain unnamed 
Pythagoreans. They too contend that the soul is—or is made 
of—the tiny motes seen darting about ceaselessly in shafts of 
light even when the air is itself perfectly calm. Still others, Aris- 
totle reports, identify the soul not with the motes themselves, but 
with whatever it is that moves the motes. 


404a20-5: Those Who Suppose the Soul Moves Itself: There is 
some question concerning the authors of the view here recounted 
and criticized, though Plato and Xenocrates were evidently pro- 
ponents of this view. Plato held that the soul moves itself, both in 
the Phaedrus 245c-e and, at the end of his career, in the Laws 
(894c-896e). The situation with Xenocrates, who succeeded Speu- 
sippus as head of Plato’s Academy, is a bit less clear. Ancient 
testimony (Plutarch, De Animae Procreatione 1012D), ascribes to 
Xenocrates a view, discussed by Aristotle rather caustically at 
404b28 and 408b32—-409b18, which has the consequence that the 
soul moves itself. 

Aristotle does not address this theory in detail, but mainly 
restricts himself to the suggestion that the position of those who 
regard the soul as self-moving results from a failure of imagin- 
ation. He implies that it is only because they never see anything 
initiating motion without itself being in motion that such theorists 
assume that the soul moves itself. If that is so, he effectively 
represents them as relying on the simple inductive argument 
that since all the motion initiators experienced are in themselves 
in motion, the soul too, as an initiator of motion, must also be 
itself in motion. Cf. APo. 91a35-b1 and Met. 1072a1. 


404a25-b7: Anaxagoras: Aristotle treats Anaxagoras along- 
side those who ascribe motion to the soul on the grounds that 
he: (i) identified reason (nous) and the whole soul, and (ii) thought 
of reason as the primary mover in the cosmos (cf. DK 59 
B 12-13). He implies that his view is somehow unstable, because 
Anaxagoras suggests both that the soul and reason are the same 
(in (i)), but then also that reason is distinct from the rest of the 
cosmos (in (ii)). 
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Aristotle’s first criticism, left undeveloped, may seem surpris- 
ing: ‘But reason—at any rate what is called reason in the sense of 
intelligence—does not appear to belong similarly to all animals, 
nor even to all humans’ (404b5-6). He himself thinks that reason 
(nous) is a defining feature of the human soul (see the Introduction 
to II 3). In fact, though, he makes clear that he is speaking here of 
nous in normative terms, just as we may say that someone 
endowed with reason is not being at all reasonable just now. 
Still, if that is so, Anaxagoras evidently has a ready rejoinder, 
along the same lines. 

Aristotle introduces Democritus in this connection mainly by 
way of background, in order to highlight the seeming instability 
in Anaxagoras’ treatment of reason. Even so, Aristotle does take 
the occasion to rebuke Democritus, as he sometimes does, for 
implicitly identifying reason with perception, which Aristotle 
regards as a near consequence of his overtly identifying what 
appears with what is true (Met. 1009bI-17, 1010b1; Gen. et 
Corr. 315b9; and DA 427b3, where the doctrine re-emerges, 
though without being ascribed to Democritus; cf. Plato, Theaet. 
153-7). Anaxagoras, at least, does not make this mistake. 

Aristotle’s quotation of Homer, that ‘Hector lay with his 
thoughts elsewhere’ (allophrone6n; 404a30), does not correspond 
to anything precise in the text of the J/iad as we have it. It may 
be a kind of amalgam of 22.330 and 23.698, where it is used of 
Euryalus; or it may be that Aristotle was operating with a 
different text or textual tradition. Aristotle’s probable meaning 
may be inferred from Met. 1009b9-1110a1, where he associates 
Homer, and this passage in particular, with those of his prede- 
cessors who conflated perception (aisthésis) and understanding 
(phronésis). There he explains that some people cite this passage 
as evidence that even Homer accepted that perception and 
understanding are the same: ‘they take him to mean that even 
those with a deranged understanding have understanding, 
though not about the same things’. A fuller context is also 
supplied by Theoc. Jdy/. 22 128-30, where Amycus, savagely 
beaten senseless by Polydeuces, is so described. The phrase 
in that context evidently means that he ‘lay unconscious’ or that 
he ‘lay with his thoughts elsewhere’. If the former, the point of 
Aristotle’s reporting that Democritus approved of Homer’s 
locution would be clear: on this reading, it implicitly equates 
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sense perception (aisthésis) with understanding (phronésis), on 
the grounds that a lack of perception is tantamount to a lack of 
conscious awareness. If it means instead, as it may, ‘lay with his 
thoughts elsewhere’, the point would be rather that the delirium 
occasioned by a serious blow to the head scrambles the patterns 
of thought. That too would provide a reason for identifying 
perception and understanding, though via a less direct route: 
Hector, on this reading, has a kind of understanding, his own 
understanding, other than the understanding of those around 
him. They understand him to be unconscious; he understands 
himself, let us say, to be fighting in battle. What seems to be to 
him is what he understands. 


404b8-11: The Second Dominant Characteristic of Soul: Aris- 
totle’s discussion of Anaxagoras and Democritus provides a 
segue to his treatment of the second dominant characteristic of 
soul identified at the outset of the chapter (403b25-7), perception, 
though he immediately rolls into his discussion another kind of 
cognition, knowledge (to gindskein kai to aisthanesthai; 404b9). 
Presumably it is to be understood that perception had been 
introduced as a synecdoche for all of cognition. Aristotle’s dis- 
cussion of this second characteristic is framed in terms of the first 
principles (archai) or primary elements in terms of which cogni- 
tion had been explained by his predecessors. He organizes them in 
terms of whether they understood the soul to be composed of only 
one or of more than one of the elements, and then in terms of 
which of the elements they favoured. For a parallel discussion, see 
Gen. et Corr. 334a9-12; cf. also DA 410b2-I10. 


404b11-b27: Empedocles and Plato: Aristotle first suggests that 
Empedocles treats the four common elements (stoicheia) as the 
principles constituting the soul: earth, fire, water, and air (or, 
rather, for Empedocles, air-like aether, an element which Aris- 
totle himself describes as existing exclusively in the superlunary 
realm; Meteor. 339b18-27). He then adds, rather oddly, that 
Empedocles also treats the soul as being, or as being constituted 
by, each of the four elements considered individually. Taken one 
way, this may seem a simple fallacy of division on Aristotle’s part 
and unfair to Empedocles, if the idea is supposed to be that the 
soul can be regarded as being composed exclusively of any single 
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element which is a constituent of it, or even that it must have 
actually present in it every one of its constituents in an unmixed 
form. Though it contains water, we cannot say that there must be 
water in liquid form somewhere in the finished cake; it would thus 
be utterly unwarranted of Aristotle to attach any such inference 
to Empedocles. 

It may accordingly be preferable to follow those among Aris- 
totle’s ancient commentators who understood him instead to be 
relying not on any such reasoning, but rather on the principle to 
the effect that anything individually capable of cognition must 
itself be a soul (so, e.g., ps.-Simplicius in de An. 27, 36). On this 
understanding of Aristotle’s point, since according to Empedocles 
earth is known by earth, earth must itself be a soul—and so for 
each of the remaining three elements. If this is correct, then we 
have no grounds for ascribing a fallacy of division to Aristotle. 
That said, his mode of ascription would on this interpretation 
remain roughly the same: here too we would find him ascribing a 
view to one of his predecessors on the basis of an inference 
employing a conditional premise nowhere explicitly embraced 
by the thinker in question. Cf. Met. 1000b6, where Aristotle 
discusses the same fragment of Empedocles (DK B 17 109), and 
Gen. et Corr. 334a9, where Aristotle makes analogous claims 
about the absurdity of treating the soul as elemental. 

The claim that like is known by like also figures in Plato’s 
Timaeus (37a-c), a passage which thus provides Aristotle occa- 
sion to connect Plato’s conception of the soul to the Empedoclean 
doctrine. Aristotle also seems to refer to an otherwise unattested 
work of Plato’s, On Philosophy, though the matter is disputed; he 
may be referring to his own lost work, On Philosophy. (In the 
Physics, at 194a36, Aristotle uses the same title to refer to a 
dialogue of his own.) The suggestion that like is known by like 
is again cast in elemental terms, but there is a twist, in that the 
‘elements’ (stoicheia) in question are no longer the familiar four, 
or even aether, but are rather more attenuated items, numbers. 
The basic idea behind the suggestion that numbers are the elem- 
ents of the universe is easy enough to grasp. From a sufficiently 
abstract vantage point, the physical universe can be viewed as 
made up out of points, lines, planes, and solids, each of which 
correlates to a number: a point corresponds to one (though, 
properly, in Greek mathematics, one is typically not a number, 
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but rather a starting point (arché) of numbers; see, e.g., Met. 
1088a4-8, along with Met. 992a21, where it is reported that 
Plato made a correlative observation about points, preferring to 
speak not of the point as such, but rather of the starting point 
(arché) of a line); a line may be considered as two points at either 
end of an indefinite length; a plane may be conceived as three 
points on an indefinite breadth; and finally a solid is four points, 
the three of the plane, taken together with a fourth, marking out 
some indefinite depth. 

With just this much background, it becomes possible to unpack 
Aristotle’s obscure-sounding ascription that ‘the animal itself is 
from the idea of the one itself and the primary length, breadth, 
and depth, and that the others come about in a similar way’ 
(404b18-21). Presumably, Aristotle is characterizing a version 
of Plato’s suggestion in the Timaeus (30b inter alia) that the 
whole sensible world is a living creature, an animal with a soul 
and reason: the ‘animal itself’ is the Idea or Form of Animal 
which serves as the paradigm for the creation of the physical 
universe which is modelled upon it. This Idea is here held to be 
itself complex, as constituted out of more basic elements, the 
Ideas or Forms of numbers and the geometrical figures to which 
they give rise. In a similar way, some today who believe in the 
existence of universals distinguish complex universals, e.g. being a 
bachelor, from simple universals, e.g. being male, in such a way 
that the simple universals figure into the complex as components 
or elements. In a broadly analogous sense, then, the view ascribed 
to Plato is held to accept numbers and geometrical figures as 
‘elements’. 

Onto this already complicated picture, Aristotle grafts yet 
another layer: various doxastic and epistemic states are correlated 
to numbers considered as elements, so that, e.g., knowledge is 
correlated with two, insofar as it relates two discrete things, a 
knower and a known. It is difficult to develop Aristotle’s obser- 
vation in this regard systematically, but perhaps it is only offered 
en passant. 

Those seeking a fuller understanding of the passage should 
consult in addition to those passages already cited: Met. 992aI0- 
b13,1078b9-12, 1080a12-14, 1085a7, I1090b20-24; and Plato, 
Timaeus 35a—-b, 37a—, together with Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 
esp. 59—66. 
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404b27-30: The Soul as a Self-Moving Number: The view of 
the soul as a self-moving number, assumed since antiquity to 
derive from Xenocrates, successor to Speusippus in Plato’s Acad- 
emy, is treated more fully below in De Anima I 4, in connection 
with questions pertaining to the soul’s motion. There Aristotle 
lets it be known that he regards this view as doubly ridiculous. See 
note to 408b32. 


404b30-—405b10: The Various Elements and their Cham- 
pions: This long section recapitulates the views of a host of 
Aristotle’s predecessors, recounted primarily in terms of the elem- 
ents, or combinations of elements, held to be constitutive of the 
soul by the thinker under review. In most cases it is difficult or 
impossible to judge Aristotle’s ascriptions for accuracy, since he is 
himself very often our first or only doxographical source for the 
position under review. While it is sometimes profitable to specu- 
late about Aristotle’s own sources and his degree of fidelity to 
them, we will largely restrict ourselves to the more modest task of 
understanding Aristotle’s contentions in their own terms, in part 
because this offers greater insight into his own conception of soul. 

To Aristotle’s mind, the thinkers reviewed are to be categorized 
primarily by: (i) the number of elements they count as building 
blocks of soul; and (ii) the question of whether they regard these 
elements, whatever their number, as corporeal or incorporeal 
(404b30-405a2). Some thinkers have favoured only one element, 
others some combination of them; some thinkers have regarded 
the elements of soul as incorporeal, others as corporeal, and still 
others as some admixture of both. 

The accounts of soul founded in these various alternatives are, 
understandably, distinct. For instance, because most have rightly 
seen that the soul is in some way a source of motion (cf. 
403b20-4), some, presumably those who favoured there being 
just one basic element, often preferred fire, since fire is the most 
incorporeal among elements and also the one element most obvi- 
ously capable of moving and initiating movement. It is worth noting 
that when speaking of fire as ‘the most incorporeal’ (malista... 
asématon; 405a7) among the elements, Aristotle evidently means 
only that it is the least solid. Cf. a similar non-standard use at 
405a27 in connection with Heracleitus’s contention that the soul 
is vapour, as well as 405b12 and 409b21. When he says that it is 
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‘most incorporeal’ among elements, Aristotle means not that 


fire is incorporeal in some exceedingly high degree, but that it 
exhibits more than any other element the features normally asso- 
ciated with the incorporeal. There is no confusion or linguistic 
impropriety here: one speaks, in an analogous vein in English, of 
‘the most heavenly chocolate on earth’. 

In terms of their content, the views of Aristotle’s predecessors, 
as represented by him, require only brief comment: 


Democritus receives praise from Aristotle because he, in his 
view, tries to ground two principal features of the soul, its 
incorporeality and its ability to initiate motion. The first 
follows from its being identified as reason (nous), which is 
held to be the subtlest of elements, and the second follows 
from the fact that the soul, like fire, is composed of the most 
mobile of all indivisible bodies, tiny spherical atoms. 
Anaxagoras holds a position which tends in incompatible 
directions. While he identifies soul and reason (nous) as hav- 
ing the same nature, he also at the same time implicitly 
differentiates them by elevating reason to the role of first 
principle (arché) of all things. Yet if both have the same 
nature, it seems odd to offer a status to one, reason, but not 
the other, the soul. Anaxagoras also ascribes knowing and 
motion to this first principle, because he believes that reason, 
a knower, initiates motion in the whole of the universe. 
In some respects, as regards the primary characteristics of 
reason, there seems to be a direct line of influence from 
Anaxagoras to Aristotle. At any rate, when he comes to 
characterize reason in his own terms at 429a18—20 and at 
429b22, Aristotle appropriates some of the same language 
used here to describe Anaxagoras’ view. See the notes to 
those passages. 

Thales is said to have regarded the magnet as imbued with 
soul. In an especially clear instance of conjectural reconstruc- 
tion, Aristotle on this basis ascribes to him the belief that 
souls are productive of motion. Presumably Aristotle, upon 
hearing the report that Thales ascribed souls to magnets, 
reasoned thus: (1) the magnet is productive of motion; (2) 
whatever is productive of motion has a soul; so, (3) the 
magnet has a soul. Although we have no independent 
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confirmation that Thales held either (1) or (3), (1) seems easy 
to fathom on the basis of casual observation. If he was 
recorded as holding (3), then (2), as Aristotle suggests, 
would serve as a bridge premise and on this basis be reason- 
ably ascribed to Thales. However accurate this bit of rational 
reconstruction may be, it is easy to imagine countless other 
patterns of inference in which Thales might have indulged; 
for that matter, perhaps his belief about the souls of magnets 
was not derived on the basis of any deduction whatsoever. 
Interestingly, in this passage at least, Aristotle omits mention 
of Thales’s preferred element, water. Cf. Met. 983b20-8. 
Diogenes, presumably Diogenes of Apollonia, who is mainly 
lost to the history of philosophy, posited air as the stuff of 
soul. He is represented as reasoning on a par with those who 
accepted fire, on the grounds that air is fine-grained and 
highly ductile. Cf. Met. 984a5 and Gen. et Corr. 322b14-15. 
The ‘others’ mentioned as sharing this point of view presum- 
ably include Anaximenes, who accepted air as the primary 
element of the universe. 

Heracleitus is by contrast well remembered by the history of 
philosophy. Here he is represented as maintaining that the 
soul is itself a first principle (arché), though this is evidently 
again on the basis of an inference owing to Aristotle, not to 
Heracleitus himself. In order to frame this inference, it is first 
of all to be understood that Heracleitus regarded fire as a first 
principle and that the ‘rising vapour’ (anathumiasis, a word 
first attested in Heracleitus and perhaps coined by him) in 
question is not a cold, moist mist, but rather the dry heat 
arising from moisture; in addition, Heracleitus may have 
identified this vaporous heat with ‘fire’ (pur, the Greek 
word for fire, sometimes extends beyond fire proper, for 
example to the heat or haze of the sun). So, since fire is for 
him a first principle, and is not distinguished from vapour, 
vapour too is for him a first principle, that from which all else 
is derived. Accordingly, if soul is identified with this vapour, 
then by the same reasoning, the soul will itself be a first 
principle. This is the force of Aristotle’s remarking that for 
Heracleitus ‘the soul is the first principle, ifindeed (eiper) it is 
the rising vapour from which other things are constituted’ 
(405a25-6). Thus, when Aristotle reports that Heracleitus 
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claims that the soul is a first principle, he is not purporting to 
quote him directly. In any case, the soul vapour, like the fire 
mentioned at 405a6-7, is thought by Heracleitus to be the 
most incorporeal sort of stuff, where, again, this presumably 
means little more than that it is the least dense or solid among 
the elements. Finally, the claim that what is in motion is 
known by what is in motion seems simply a special case of 
the more general principle, enunciated at 404b17, that like is 
known by like. 

Alcmaeon was a physician from Croton, in Sicily. Aristotle 
focuses again primarily on the soul’s motion, this time, 
though, with an added twist: if the soul is always in motion, 
then it is likely it will be immortal, in virtue of its resembling 
immortal beings, who are equally perpetually in motion. In 
this respect, Alemaeon’s approach bears striking similarities 
to a view considered in the Phaedo at 96b, and may even have 
inspired Plato’s discussion there. 

Hippo, derided by Aristotle as an especially crude thinker (cf. 
also Met. 984a3, where he receives comparably harsh treat- 
ment), was probably also a physician. He favoured water as 
the primary element of the soul. Aristotle conjectures that he 
was moved to this view because all seed (or perhaps every 
newborn, or conceivably every womb, all possible renderings 
of goné) is moist. 

Critias, probably the Athenian oligarch who led the Thirty 
Tyrants, preferred blood, because of a conjectured connec- 
tion between perception and blood. Perhaps the connection 
turned on the fact that bloodless bits of the body, like hair, 
bone, and teeth, lack sensation. Cf. 410a30-bI. 


405b11-30: Summary: Whereas he had begun the chapter by 
noting that his predecessors had relied on two defining features of 
soul, motion and perception, in summation Aristotle adds a third, 
incorporeality (cf. note to 403b24-31, along with 409b20). It is 
not clear whether incorporeality is to be understood in the attenu- 
ated sense it received at 405a6-7 and 405a27, where what was 
fine-grained and ethereal qualified as the most incorporeal among 
the elements, or whether it has here its contrastive sense, with an 
implication of immateriality, so that it is meant to capture Plato’s 
view. Aristotle does not distinguish these two senses overtly. 
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In the summary to the chapter Anaxagoras again merits special 
treatment for his contention that reason is unaffected, lacking any 
form of commonality with other things. This, as we have seen, is 
an approach so congenial to Aristotle that he appropriates some 
of its terms and incorporates them into his own account of reason. 
See note to 404b30-405b10, as well as 429a18—20 and 429b22. For 
some suggestions regarding the relation of this chapter to Aristotle’s 
positive account of reason (nous) in III 4, see Lowe (1983). 

Aristotle’s remark that his predecessors sometimes ‘take a cue 
from words’ (405b26-7) does not mean that in his view they 
theorized on the basis of etymologies, but rather that they some- 
times etymologized in simple-minded ways to suit their theories, 
as a kind of confirming evidence. Thus, those who say that the 
soul is the hot say that living (to zén) gets its name from boiling (to 
zein), while those who say that the soul is the cold suggest that the 
word ‘soul’ (psuché) is derived from the cooling (psuxis) of the 
body which occurs in respiration. Aristotle would have been 
familiar with similarly fanciful etymologizing in Greek from 
Plato’s Cratylus (see especially 436a, for a linguistic parallel to 
Aristotle’s remarks here). 


CHAPTER 3 


Introduction to I 3 

In this chapter Aristotle delves further into the views of his prede- 
cessors, primarily by focusing on the question of the soul’s ability 
to move and initiate motion. He has already been critical of a view 
which, he alleges, is held in common by many of his predecessors, 
namely that the soul initiates motion only by being itself in motion 
(403b28-31). He does not, however, fault his predecessors for 
holding that the soul in fact initiates motion, nor even for holding 
that it is capable of being in motion. On the contrary, he himself 
agrees both that the soul initiates motion and that it can be in 
motion; he will, however, impose a severe regimentation on the 
correct understanding of these claims, one bound up with the 
question of whether the soul is itself a magnitude (megethos). 

Ultimately, he will insist that the soul can be moved only 
co-incidentally (kata sumbebékos), and that it cannot in its own 
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nature be in motion, because it is not a proper subject of motion. 
According to Aristotle, only a magnitude can be in motion in its 
own right (kath’ hauto), and the soul is not a magnitude. Some 
features of his own view are difficult and disputed, though as a 
first approximation it is probably best to reflect on the sorts of 
illustrations Aristotle himself finds it natural to employ: if a lonely 
man is pushed off the deck of a ship, it is true, perhaps, that his 
loneliness goes with him into the sea; but it would be more than 
linguistically perverse to say that someone pushed loneliness 
overboard. Aristotle will say that while it can be moved co- 
incidentally, loneliness is not the sort of thing which in its own 
nature is susceptible of being moved. (On this topic, see further 
the notes to 406b5-1 1 and 408a30-4.) 

In a similar way, according to Aristotle, the soul’s nature renders 
it incapable of being moved in its own right; so, if it is to be moved 
at all, the soul must be moved by being suitably related to some- 
thing else: a body, which can be moved in its own right. One 
question regarding Aristotle’s view will concern his reasons for 
denying that the soul is a magnitude (40743, a16); this question 
will in turn give way to another, prior question pertaining to his 
understanding of magnitudes (on which, see note to 407a2-10). 

In the present chapter, Aristotle does not assay the question of 
the nature of magnitudes, preferring instead to rely on a concep- 
tion he has articulated elsewhere, most notably in the Physics and 
De Caelo. Here his focus is narrow. He first considers and finds 
wanting a series of arguments purporting to show that the soul 
can move (405b31-—406b25). He then offers a brief recapitulation 
of a famous passage from Plato’s Timaeus, followed by a succinct 
and trenchant series of criticisms of the doctrines it is represented as 
advancing (406b26—407b1 1). Aristotle ends the chapter with some 
importantly programmatic remarks concerning whether it is feas- 
ible or otherwise desirable to attempt a definition of the soul 
without making reference to the body whose soul it is (407b12-26). 


405b31—406a12: Being Moved in Virtue of Oneself and in Virtue 
of Another: Aristotle begins with the bold-sounding claim that 
‘it is presumably not merely false to say that its essence (ousia) is 
of the sort claimed by those who say that the soul moves itself, or 
is able to move itself, but it is, rather, impossible that motion 
belong to the soul’ (405b31-406a2). He then spends much of the 
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rest of the chapter qualifying and moderating this claim, though 
not to the point where it loses all significance. On the contrary, 
Aristotle’s final insistence that the soul is not such as to be moved 
in itself offers some of the most important evidence in De Anima I 
regarding his own positive conception of the soul’s nature. 

That said, the distinction drawn here between being moved in 
virtue of oneself (or in its own right, kath’ hauto) and in virtue 
of another (kath’ heteron) (406a4-5) is also the first and most 
important step in his eventual qualification of the claim that the 
soul cannot be moved, since Aristotle concludes this introductory 
paragraph by limiting his inquiry into the soul’s ability to be moved 
in virtue of itself—where the clear implication is, then, that his 
contention regarding the impossibility of the soul’s motion is 
restricted to its being moved in virtue of its own nature. 

Given the example used here, it is probable that Aristotle’s 
distinction between these ways of being moved is equivalent to a 
linguistically parallel distinction used later in the chapter (406b3) 
between being moved in virtue of oneself (or in its own right, kath’ 
hauto) and being moved co-incidentally (kata sumbebékos; cf. 
Phys. 211a17, 224423, 254b7—-12; DA 406b31). He illustrates 
this latter distinction in the Physics in two different ways. First, 
using the same illustration he uses here (406a5-6), he speaks of 
sailors standing upon the deck of a ship as being moved when the 
ship is moved, though they are not in this instance moved in virtue 
of being themselves moved, as one sailor would be if he were 
thrown to the deck by another in the course of a brawl (Phys. 
211a21-2). This sort of case he seems to conceptualize as one 
object co-inciding with a part of a larger whole which moves. In 
this sense, if a man is thrown off a bridge in Paris into the Seine by 
his enemies, then so too are the laces on his shoes, by co-inciding 
with a part of the object thrown; so, one can truly say that his 
enemies threw his shoelaces off the bridge. In such a case, of 
course, his enemies might have removed his shoelaces as an 
illustration and have thrown them into the Seine alone, as a 
warning to the man. They can be moved in their own right. In 
the second sort of illustration, we have cases more like loneliness 
mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, namely knowledge 
and whiteness. Knowledge and whiteness, like shoelaces, can be 
moved by co-inciding with something moved in its own right, but, 
unlike shoelaces, according to Aristotle, can only be so moved. 
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So, if the soul is moved in virtue of something other than 
itself, or is moved co-incidentally, then it may or may not also 
be the sort of thing which cannot be moved in itself. As we 
approach this claim, then, some circumspection is required, 
since we do not know to which class of things moved co- 
incidentally the soul belongs: (i) those which can, and (ii) 
those which cannot also be moved in their own right. Subse- 
quent arguments in this chapter will contend that the soul is in 
the second class and so cannot be moved in itself. The signifi- 
cance of this determination for Aristotle’s positive doctrine 
resides in his further view that x is a magnitude (megethos) iff 
x can be moved in itself (DC 268b14-16). It will follow, then, 
from Aristotle’s conception of the soul’s not being able to be 
moved in itself that it is not a magnitude at all. In this chapter, 
however, he mainly concentrates on one half of this bi-conditional: 
he simply asserts that the soul is not a magnitude and infers that it 
cannot be moved in its own right (e.g. 40743). 


406a12-16: Types of Motion and Some Conceptual Entailments: If 
the soul is to move in itself, then it must do so in terms of one of 
four types of motion: alteration (alloidsis), growth (auxésis), 
decay (phthisis), or locomotion (phora). Aristotle’s assertion that 
there are ‘four types of motion—locomotion, alteration, decay, 
and growth’ (406a12-13) draws on his account of motion else- 
where. Aristotle sometimes offers longer or shorter lists of types 
of motion: three, often in the Physics (e.g. 243a32—-5), and six in 
Categories (15a13—-14). These are, though, mainly verbal differ- 
ences. Sometimes he treats growth and decay as but two types of 
quantitative change (kata ton poson), so that there are three types. 
Sometimes he mentions generation (genesis) and destruction 
(phthora) as types of motion and sometimes not. This explains 
the difference between the current list of four and the list of six at 
Cat. 15a13-14, where generation and destruction are listed as 
discrete kinds (eidé) of motion. A more substantive question 
relevant to the current passages concerns whether all these types 
of motion are in some sense dependent upon locomotion (phora). 
Here Aristotle presumes they are in some sense dependent, pre- 
sumably relying on Physics vii 2, where it is described as the 
‘primary’ (prôtê) sort of motion (Phys. 243a10-11). 
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The four types of motion listed show that Aristotle is here 
thinking of ‘motion’ in broad terms, at least relative to our 
contemporary tendency to think of movement in space as the 
exemplary or exclusive kind of motion. This conception of 
motion corresponds to the first item on Aristotle’s list, spatial 
motion (or movement in place, kata topon; cf. 414b17, 41547). 
Context usually makes clear whether Aristotle has the broader or 
narrower notion of kinésis in view. 

Aristotle’s broader approach recognizes as types of motion the 
ways in which things may change more generally, for instance by 
altering, or by being one of two correlative processes, growth and 
decay. On this basis, some prefer to render the word here trans- 
lated as ‘motion’ (kinésis) with the word ‘change’. There are 
advantages and disadvantages to both translations, but we may 
bear in mind that we too are prepared to speak of there being 
movement in numerical averages, in political sentiments, in per- 
centages of body fat, in bargaining positions, and so forth. What 
matters in the present context is that we recognize that Aristotle is 
not here speaking only of spatial movement, or locomotion. 
(Here it is also worth noting that ‘change’ is elsewhere used to 
translate another term, metabolé, as at 406b2. While Aristotle 
sometimes uses kinésis in the narrow sense of ‘locomotion’, he 
does not do so with metabolé. For more on the types of motion or 
change, see Phys. 192b14, 218b19, 225a26—32; cf. Met. 1068aI0.) 

Importantly for our purposes, Aristotle contends that all these 
sorts of motion occur in place (topos); hence, if the soul is to move 
in its own nature, and in one of these ways, then it will move in 
place. Otherwise, it will move the way the white or three-cubits- 
long move (his examples at 406b18-19), by being suitably related 
to something which is a magnitude and capable of being moved in 
itself. Aristotle does not mean to speak, in these examples, of the 
motion of something white or something three cubits long, but 
rather, as may initially sound a bit odd, simply of white or of 
three-cubits-long. In so speaking, he means, for example, that if 
Ana learns Italian, her knowledge of Italian moves about with 
her, but only because she herself, the woman, can move around in 
space; if Ana weighs 51.5 kilos, then similarly, though the woman 
who weighs 51.5 kilos is moved, weighing 51.5 kilos is itself not a 
subject of motion in its own right. If the soul moves in only some 
analogous way, then it, unlike the animal or plant whose soul it is, 
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is not a magnitude. These comparisons suggest that, according to 
Aristotle, it would be some manner of category mistake to treat 
the soul as a being capable of moving in place in its own right. Cf. 
Phys. 211a21-2. 

Aristotle does not in this passage overtly draw the conclusion 
that the soul does not move in place or by its own nature, though 
his language strongly suggests that this is his view. Indeed, this is 
just the conclusion for which he proceeds to argue. 


406a16—b25: Arguments Against the Soul’s Being Moved In 
Itself: There follows a series of arguments all intended to show 
that the soul is not the sort of thing capable of being moved in its 
own right. Most of the arguments are brief but suggestive and would 
require amplification and ancillary defence if intended to persuade 
someone not already sympathetic to their shared conclusion. 

The arguments run together a bit. The principal among them 
are these: 


(A) 406a22-7 
(1) The soul is moved in itself if and only if it can be 
moved and brought to rest by force. 
(2) The soul cannot be moved by force or brought to rest 
by force. 
(3) Hence, the soul cannot be moved in itself. 


Aristotle regularly aligns being moved by force with being moved 
against one’s nature (para phusin), often, though not always, in 
connection with the simple elements, as indeed he proceeds to do 
in the next argument at 406a27-30. (Cf. DC 269a7, 274b30, 
276a22, 300a23; Gen. et Corr. 333626; and esp. Phys. 215a1.) 
Here Aristotle concludes that since even those willing to indulge 
in myth-making and other fanciful fabrications cannot make 
ready sense of the soul’s being moved by force, it certainly cannot 
be understood to be moved in itself as things actually are. 


(B) 406a30-bs: 
(1) The soul moves the body. 
(2) If (1), then if the soul moves in its own right (kath’ 
hauto), it is subject to the same sorts of motions to 
which the body is subject. 
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(3) So, if the soul moves in its own right (kath’ hauto), it is 
subject to the same sorts of motions to which the body 
is subject. 

(4) The body is the subject of spatial motion (phora). 

(5) Hence, if the soul moves in its own right (kath’ hauto), 
it is subject to spatial motion. 

(6) Ifthe soul is subject to spatial motion, then it should be 
able to quit the body and subsequently return. 

(7) If it can quit the body and subsequently return, then 
resurrection of the dead should be possible. 

(8) [Resurrection of the dead is not possible.] 

(9) Hence, the soul does not move in its own right (kath’ 
hauto). 


In fact, the argument is compressed in its execution and relies 
on still more logical structure than is exhibited here. Even so, 
this expansion captures the main flow of the argument. Import- 
antly, since Aristotle eventually wants to accept some version of 
(1), he must ultimately deny (2) or (3). He endeavours to do so 
by insisting the soul can initiate motion in the body without 
being movable in its own right (cf. 408a31-b1), which might be 
taken in different ways, as a rejection of either (2) or (3), or 
indeed of both (2) and (3). Aristotle does not state (7), although 
it is suggested at 406b4-5. There is perhaps a weaker, non- 
modal version of the argument according to which both (6) 
and (7) simply assert that on the hypothesis under consideration 
we could easily encounter instances of resurrection of the dead 
among all animals, a state of affairs which, even if possible, is in 
fact never observed. 

This understanding may be compared with that of de Ley 
(1970), who argues against the sort of interpretation embodied 
in (2), by favouring an approach earlier advanced by Shorey 
(1901). De Ley retains the key phrase ‘in respect of body’ (kata 
séma) of the manuscripts at 406b2, which he renders, somewhat 
problematically, as ‘throughout the body’, and offers the follow- 
ing translation of 406b1-3: ‘Now, the body moves by locomotion; 
so the soul as well must be able to change its place throughout the 
body, whether in moving as a whole or in its parts’ (1970: 94). The 
current translation accepts an emendation proposed by Bonitz 
(1873), ‘in respect of place’ (kata topon), which yields: “The body, 
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however, is moved by locomotion, with the result that the soul 
would change in place.’ 


(C) 406b15-24 
(1) If, as Democritus contends, the soul moves the body 
by being itself in motion, and so by being something 
subject to motion in its own right (Kath’ hauto), then 
it should cause the body to be at rest by the same 
means. 
(2) The soul cannot cause the body to be at rest by being 
itself in motion. 
(3) So, the soul does not move the body by being itself in 
motion. 


Aristotle partly revisits ground already covered in DA I 2 (see 
esp. 403b29-404a9; cf. 409a32—b4) by again pointing out that the 
soul need not convey motion by being itself in motion. Here, 
though, he sets his sights not on the question of whether x can 
cause y to be in motion only if x is itself in motion. Rather, he now 
notes that on the picture advanced by Democritus, according to 
which indivisible magnitudes communicate motion by being 
themselves in motion, in which case they are movable in them- 
selves, their activity should equally halt the body when it is 
brought to rest. 

To generalize, as Aristotle seems inclined to do in this argu- 
ment: if the soul is the sort of thing which communicates motion 
by being itself in motion in its own right, then it ought also to be 
able to communicate rest in the same way; but, Aristotle con- 
tends, it makes no ready sense to suggest that the soul could bring 
the body to rest by being itself in motion. Better, then, simply to 
deny that the soul is the sort of thing which is itself in motion in its 
own right. Cf. Phys. 258b23. 

The comparison of Democritus to the comic playwright Phi- 
lippus seems mainly ornamental, and rather derogatory. Philip- 
pus was the son of the comic playwright Aristophanes and has 
attested to him a play on the theme of Daedalus, the sculptor who 
brought to life a wooden statue of Aphrodite by filling it with 
mercury. Aristotle implies that tiny atoms would be about as 
likely to impart motion to the body as mercury would be to 
animate a statue. 


123 


DE ANIMA BOOK I 


(D) 406b24-5: 

(1) Generally, if the soul imparts motion in any of the 
ways mentioned, then it moves the animal by drawing 
it along with its own motion. 

(2) Evidently, however, the soul initiates motion through 
decision and thought. 

(3) [Decision and thought do not initiate motion by draw- 
ing bodies along with their own motions.] 

(4) Hence, the soul does not initiate motion in any of the 
ways mentioned. 


This final argument is actually a compressed observation, acting 
as a kind of summary to the entire discussion of 406a12—b25. It is, 
however, highly significant in terms of revealing Aristotle’s pre- 
ferred approach to the question of the soul’s role in initiating 
motion. 

First, there is a point of method: Aristotle takes it as evident, 
and so as a reasonable starting point, that reasoning (or thinking, 
noésis) and decision (proairesis) figure in the aetiology of action. 
He suggests that we know from our own experience that our 
reflections and decision-making processes eventuate in our acting. 
If someone deliberates about whether to take a walk for the sake 
of health or recreation, and decides that doing so at present is 
both possible and desirable, then when she commences to walk 
she does so because she has thought about the matter and has 
decided to do so. If someone now contends that she walks solely 
because the atoms of her soul are flittering about in this or that 
way, then a crucial component of the causal antecedents of her 
action is simply ignored. In Aristotle’s terms, intentional action 
requires ineliminably teleological explanation. (On teleological 
explanation, see the General Introduction § IV.) 

If that much captures Aristotle’s posture, then much of the 
foregoing discussion is motivated by a demand for teleological 
explanation in human action. There is, though, a second point of 
significance. All of the individual arguments deployed in this 
section depend in one way or another upon the thought that 
explanations of motion as imparted by pulling or pushing are, in 
the psychological domain, at best incomplete. For a similar obser- 
vation, see Gen. et Corr. 334a10-16, where Aristotle concludes a 
protracted assault on Empedocles with the contention that such 
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manifest psychic alterations as remembering or forgetting cannot 
be explained solely in terms of the elements and their corporeal 
combinations and modifications. (He refers in that discussion to 
the current chapter of De Anima for elaboration.) In so speaking, 
Aristotle means to assail any austerely reductive or eliminative 
form of materialist explanation, in favour of a view according to 
which the psychic properties of complex living systems are causally 
efficacious and not readily explicated by the motions of the elem- 
ents of which bodies are ultimately composed. Here he stresses 
the role of reason and decision, both themes that underscore the 
criticisms of Plato to follow. On Aristotle’s preferred approach, see 
note to 407b32. Cf. also Met. 988b21-989a18. 


406b26-—407a1: Recapitulation of the Psuchogonia in Plato’s 
Timaeus: A difficult passage from Plato’s Timaeus (the ‘Psu- 
chogonia, or ‘Soul Generation,’ 34b—36d) recounts the generation 
of the soul of the entire cosmos. It has been disputed since 
antiquity whether the passage is intended as figurative or as 
literal. Aristotle here somewhat remorselessly treats the charac- 
ters of the dialogue as offering an account in the style of the 
Presocratic naturalists. (He mainly reserves the verb phusiologein 
(‘to offer a physical account’), used at 406b26, for the earliest 
Ionians, who were materialist monists; cf. Met. 986b14 and 
988b27; for an instructive discussion, see Hussey (2012)). He 
does so presumably because the account of the world soul’s 
creation in the Psuchogonia proceeds in two stages: (i) the Demi- 
urge, or Creator, first blends visible and invisible forms of Being, 
Sameness, and Difference into a dough-like soul stuff (cf. Tim. 
41d); and then (ii) kneads, shapes, cuts, and forms the stuff into a 
harmonious series of seven embedded spheres, corresponding to 
the orbits of the sun, the moon, Venus, Mercury, Mars, Jupiter, 
and Saturn. The effect of Aristotle’s diction is to align the speaker 
with Democritus and the other naturalists as someone who is 
offering an approach to the soul’s motion which, in its unidimen- 
sional materialism, can be criticized from the standpoint of 
someone—like Plato in the Phaedo (95a—100a) and like Aristotle 
himself—who insists that material explanations be accompanied 
by formal and teleological explanations as well. 

The astronomical details of Plato’s world soul recounted here 
cannot be understood without careful reference to Plato’s Timaeus, 
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where they are already compressed and obscure. That said, it 
appears that Aristotle’s presentation does not distort the basic 
account offered in the Psuchogonia in any obvious way. (For 
accounts of Plato’s mathematical astronomy in the Psuchogonia, 
see Heath, Greek Mathematics vol. i, 310-15. For an illuminating 
discussion of the way in which Aristotle relates the Timaeus to 
Presocratic naturalism, see Hussey (2012).) 

Aristotle claims that ‘Timaeus offers a physical account of how 
the soul moves the body’ (406b26-7). The translation ascribes the 
view to Timaeus, the character in Plato’s dialogue, the Timaeus, 
rather than to Timaeus himself or to the author of the dialogue 
bearing his name. If this is correct, then Aristotle may be drawing 
particular attention to what is said in the dialogue, as opposed to 
what its author may or may not believe. Although there is room 
for doubt on this score, the translation offered is likely to be 
correct, since: (i) Aristotle is not in the habit of ascribing views 
to dialogues of Plato or any other writer by title (as we might say, 
‘The Phaedo maintains that the soul is simple, whereas the Repub- 
lic holds that it is tripartite.’); and (ii) the particular linguistic 
formulation used here (ho Timaios; 406b26) reflects Aristotle’s 
dominant practice, captured in Fitzgerald’s Canon, of referring to 
characters in dialogues with the definite article (ho) and actual 
persons without. Ross provides a useful summary and endorse- 
ment of Fitzgerald’s Canon (1924: vol 1, xxxix—xli). 


407a2-b13: Objections to the Account of the Timaeus: As with 
the previous sections concerning the soul’s ability to move in its 
own right, in undermining the (allegedly) physiological concep- 
tion of the soul from the Psuchogonia of Plato’s Timaeus, Aris- 
totle advances a whole series of arguments. Some of them are 
reasonably well developed, while others are brief to the point of 
obscurity; and some of them are directed against idiosyncratic 
features of Plato’s account, while others have a more consequen- 
tial cast. 

In terms of their significance for understanding Aristotle’s own 
approach to soul and reason (nous), the most important are these: 


(A) 407a2-I0: 
(1) When Plato speaks of soul (psuché), he intends to refer 
to reason (nous). 
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(2) Hence, what he says of the soul should be true of 
reason. 

(3) He says, or implies, that the soul is a magnitude. 

(4) Reason is not a magnitude 

(5) Hence, Plato’s account of soul is incorrect. 


Aristotle first states baldly that the soul is not a magnitude 
(407a2-3). Importantly, however, he makes clear immediately 
that he understands Plato to be speaking of reason (nous) alone, 
since the sort of world soul envisaged in the Psuchogonia has 
neither desire nor perception. So, when he denies that the soul 
is a magnitude, Aristotle should evidently be understood as 
speaking exclusively of reason, which, on his own theory, will 
be but one capacity of the soul—the defining capacity of the 
rational soul. 

Why should Plato be understood to be treating the soul (or 
reason) as a magnitude? Presumably Aristotle is taking literally 
the suggestion from the Timaeus that the soul is a circle, and so a 
line of a determinate sort. Although he sometimes treats magni- 
tudes as bodies and so as perceptible (as at 43244), Aristotle is 
also fully prepared to call lines, planes, and solids magnitudes 
(DC 268a7; Met. 1020a11). So, if the soul is a circle, it is a 
magnitude and continuous in the way of all magnitudes. 

What, ultimately, though, shows reason to be something other 
than a magnitude, as (4) contends? Aristotle relies here on his 
conviction that every magnitude is continuous, and so potentially 
divisible infinitely into smaller magnitudes (Phys. 219aI1, 
233aI11), which view is paired with the view of Timaeus, as here 
represented, that reasoning consists in a succession of thoughts, 
which thus makes it roughly analogous to a discrete quantity. 
Having already introduced as a question for consideration 
whether the soul has parts or is without parts (402b1), he now 
contends (407a9-10; cf. 430b15) that reason is either without 
parts or is at best continuous in some way other than the way in 
which magnitudes are continuous. He thus leaves open the possi- 
bility that the soul, or reason, is continuous in the manner that 
discrete quantities, like number series, are. This possibility would 
presumably offer Plato a way of responding to at least some of the 
arguments launched against his view in this section. (On discrete 
versus continuous quantities, see Cat. 6, esp. 4b20-31.) This 


127 


DE ANIMA BOOK I 


current argument is usefully read in conjunction with Phys. 
266a10, where Aristotle contends that the prime mover is without 
parts (amerés), and so is not a magnitude. The main point of 
Aristotle’s present contention is also better, appreciated after 
having read DA III 4-6, whose main conclusions the current 
passage seems to accept as established. 


(B) 407a10-22: 


This argument is especially compressed and obscure in the 
text; its reconstruction here is thus perforce a bit 
speculative. 

Reasoning takes place in virtue of there being some 
contact between what thinks and what is thought. 

(1) Ifthe soul is a magnitude, then, it will have parts and it 
will think (a) in virtue of the whole soul coming into 
contact with the objects of thought, or (b) in virtue of 
its parts coming into contact with the objects of 
thought. 

(2) If (1a), then its parts make no contribution to its 
reasoning and so play no role. 

(3) If (1b), then reason will come into contact with its 
objects in virtue of: either (i) some of its parts, or (ii) 
all of them. 

(4) If (3-i), then the other parts make no contribution and 
play no role. 

(5) If (-ii), then reason thinks in virtue of its parts, 
which are (a) themselves points, or (8) themselves 
magnitudes. 

(6) If (5a), then reason will need to make an infinite num- 
ber of contacts in order to think, since lines are infin- 
itely divisible into points, and reasoning will be 
impossible. 

(7) If (58), then reason will perforce think the same thing 
over and over, when it is in fact possible to think some 
things but once. 

(8) Hence, the soul (=reason) is not a magnitude. 


Although difficult, the argument provides important data regard- 
ing Aristotle’s contention that no magnitude can think, assuming, 
as seems probable, that the soul (psuché) is to be understood as 
reason (nous) throughout (see note to 407a2-10). This same 
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contention plainly colours Aristotle’s own approach to reasoning 
in DA III 4-5. 

As reconstructed, the argument is predicated upon the assump- 
tion that reasoning involves some kind of contact with the objects 
of thought. The argument need not be in this respect ad hominem, 
since Aristotle is himself perfectly willing to speak of thought as 
involving a kind of touch (Met. 1072b21; cf. 1051b24), though, 
given the view espoused here, he must understand touch as akin 
to intellectual grasping rather than as contact between discrete 
magnitudes. That said, the current argument seems to foist upon 
Plato a quite literal notion of touch, perhaps, again, because 
Aristotle is treating the view of Timaeus as akin to Presocratic 
naturalism. Presumably Plato could respond to this argument by 
availing himself of the non-literal notion of touch Aristotle him- 
self accepts. 

On the assumption that literal contact is required for thought, 
however, one may ask whether the presumed magnitude, the 
world soul which is a circle, touches its objects as a whole or in 
part, and if in part, whether it does so with parts that are 
themselves line segments or parts that are points (though here 
already Aristotle is arguing ex hypothesi, since he regards it as 
mistaken to think of points as proper parts of magnitudes (Phys. 
231a21—b18)). In any event, Aristotle traces out what he takes to 
be the unacceptable consequences of all of these alternatives. 
Thus the rhetorical questions at 407a10 and a18, the joint 
purport of which is that the very suggestion that the reason (or 
mind, nous) is extended and makes contact by some kind of 
literal touch is patently absurd. 

Each of the alleged absurd consequences invites scrutiny, 
though only one requires explication as crucially obscure. Why 
should Plato be saddled with the consequence, asserted in (8), 
that if the soul comes into contact with its objects in virtue of 
some of its parts, conceived as magnitudes, it will of necessity 
think those objects over and over, when we can plainly think 
some things only once? Presumably Aristotle falls back on the 
earlier thought that every magnitude is infinitely divisible into 
smaller magnitudes (Phys. 219a11, 233a11). So, the subparts of 
the magnitude which are themselves magnitudes and not points 
will come into contact either serially, or all at once. If all at 
once, then the reasoning standing behind (3) will come back into 
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play; if serially, then contact will be made over and over again 
as the magnitude cycles through its points of contact, yielding 
many thoughts of the same object instead of just one. This is 
why Aristotle suggests that on this hypothesis reason (or mind, 
nous) will very often or endlessly think the same thing (407a14): 
the alternatives correspond to construing the parts of the sub- 
magnitudes either as discrete and exhaustive quantities, line 
segments of the line segments, which are equally magnitudes, 
or as points, which are infinite in number. 

The next few arguments, from 407a22—407b12 are briefer, 
dealing primarily with idiosyncratic features of Plato’s contention 
that the world soul, or reason, is a circle and in motion. They do, 
however, show again, as at 406b24-5, that Aristotle expects from 
Plato a teleological cause of the soul’s circular motion, a cause he 
finds lacking in the Psuchogonia. 

The translation in the text is somewhat less direct than it might 
be, in order to capture the semantic connection between ‘reason’ 
(nous) and ‘to reason’ (noein): ‘it will very often or endlessly 
reason about the same thing. But it is evidently possible to reason 
about something only once’ (407a14-15). Another, more direct 
translation, though one which loses this connection, would be: ‘it 
will very often or endlessly think about the same thing. But it is 
evidently possible to think something only once.’ The more direct 
translation has the advantage of capturing the immediacy of 
Aristotle’s suggestion that on the hypothesis under consideration 
reason (nous) will perforce repeatedly think the same thing (noései 
to auto). In Aristotle’s Greek, the verb noein, unlike ‘to reason’ 
but like ‘to think’ in English, can take a pure accusative, that is, a 
direct object. 

The text of 407b1 is disputed. The translation has ‘If motion is 
not essential to it...’ This reflects the manuscript reading of not 
(mé), which has seemed hard to understand, since motion could 
presumably be natural to the soul without being essential to it. 
(Humans are naturally hirsute, but being hairy is no part of the 
human essence.) Shorey (1901) tried to read the text as given by 
suggesting that it might mean ‘If motion is the negation of its 
essence...’, but that is not what is said in Greek, and such a view 
is neither prepared by what has come before nor explained by 
what follows. Torstrik (1862), followed by Ross (1961: 191), 
argues in addition to the difficult sense of the passage that the 
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word order of the manuscripts as we have them is odd. On his 
proposed emendation (hé(i) for mê in 407b1), the passage reads: 
‘If the movement of the soul is a movement in so far as it is a 
substance...’ The point would then be that if motion belongs to 
it in its own right, and not merely co-incidentally, then the soul 
would be moved contrary to its nature. I have retained the 
manuscript reading, supposing instead that Aristotle is character- 
izing a view he does not endorse, namely the view adumbrated in 
the Timaeus. If this is correct, his point, put periphrastically, will 
be that if the motion of the soul could start and stop, as per that 
account, then because it is not essential to it, the motion being 
thus characterized—that is, reasoning—would be toilsome and so 
less than a delight. That eventuality would offend Aristotle’s own 
conception of thought as pleasurable (see, e.g., Met. 1072b24, 
and more fully EN vii 11-14 and x 8). That understanding, 
though only partly satisfactory, seems the best one can do without 
emending the text. 


407b14-26: The Connection Between Body and Soul: The last 
argument of this chapter contains something consequential for 
our understanding of Aristotle’s own positive doctrine. After 
indicating that further discussion of Plato’s views would best be 
conducted elsewhere (407b12), Aristotle launches a final criticism 
of him by complaining that his account, in common with those of 
many others, leaves obscure the connection between the soul and 
body. His reference to other writings is indeterminate. He may 
intend De Caelo or the books of the Physics dedicated to motion 
(v—viii), from whose accounts he has been drawing in this chapter; 
or, if he is referring more narrowly to discussion of the soul’s 
ability to move and initiate motion, he may intend Metaphysics 
A IO. 

Here he argues that all of the views considered in this chapter 
fail in common to address a crucial question regarding the 
connection between soul and body. In schematic outline, his 
argument is: 

(1) Soul and body causally affect one another only if there is 

some commonality (koindnia) between them. 


(2) On the theories adumbrated, there is no commonality 
between soul and body. 


131 


DE ANIMA BOOK I 


(3) So, on these theories, there is no chance of there being 
mutual causal action between soul and body. 


More weakly, Aristotle might be understood as inferring from 


(1) and 
(2') The theories adumbrated fail to explain how there might 
be commonality between soul and body. 


to 


(3') These theories leave obscure how bodies and souls are to 
be understood as causally interacting. 


On the weaker reading (3’), the theories are rejected as at best 
incomplete; on the stronger reading (3), they are refuted on the 
grounds that they cannot account for the observed fact that souls 
and bodies interact, as when, e.g., thought and deliberation initi- 
ate bodily motion (on which, see note to 406b24—-5). It is possible 
that Aristotle intends only (3'), though the general tenor of his 
remarks suggests that he has in view the stronger (3). 

In either case, his complaint is rooted in an alleged failure on 
the part of his targets to take notice of the intimate connection 
between soul and body, a failure ultimately explained in Aris- 
totle’s terms by appeal to his contention that the soul is the form of 
the body (407b23-4, a central feature of his own hylomorphism, 
developed in DA II 1 and 2; see also the General Introduction 
§ IV.A.) 

Aristotle insists that there must be some commonality (koinô- 
nia) between body and soul if the one is to act upon the other and 
the other is to be affected by the one (407b17-19). At its most 
general level, his point is that x can affect y along some dimension 
$ only if x and y share what is commonly required for the 
transmission of ¢-ness into y by the agency of x. Though an 
acclaimed vocal coach, Professor Sabatini cannot teach his rose 
bushes to sing the role of the composer in Ariadne auf Naxos; nor 
can his rose bushes cause a passing bicycle to perceive red. This is 
because entities which causally interact must be categorially and 
dispositionally suited to one another. Cf. Phys. 201a11, 29, bS, 
20247, 251a9; Met. 1065b16-33. 

If we fail to attend to the kinds of commonality required for 
soul-body causation, we will be apt, according to Aristotle, to 
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accept the sort of view ascribed to the Pythagoreans by Xenoph- 
anes (DK 7D 18K), a metempsychosis according to which the 
soul of a human being might take up residence in a puppy. Or, 
more extremely, we might think that an old leather-bound edition 
of Machiavelli’s The Prince could come to bear the departed soul 
of Richard Nixon. Aristotle regards this sort of view as worthy of 
ridicule. Whether or not ridicule is the right attitude, he does seem 
right to insist that soul-body causal interaction must respect the 
normal constraints of hylomorphic causation—if, at any rate, his 
general hylomorphic framework is to be adopted. Thus, his criti- 
cisms are at least as forceful as those constraints, as they are 
imposed by that overarching framework of explanation. 

More particularly, Aristotle enters a complaint about the fail- 
ure of his predecessors to respect an unexplicated constraint of 
commonality (koinénia), and he does so in somewhat colourful 
language: ‘what they say is almost the same as if someone were to 
say that carpentry could clothe itself in flutes’ or perhaps ‘be 
outfitted in flutes’ (407b24-6). The same language of a soul 
‘clothing itself in’ (enduesthai) a body is also found in Plato’s 
Republic (620c), where in the Myth of Er the soul of Thersites is 
said to clothe itself in the body of an ape. Supposing that the soul 
and body have no essential connection to one another, contends 
Aristotle, makes about as much sense as supposing that a carpen- 
ter’s art could be manifested in flutes rather than in saws, ham- 
mers, and awls. Of course, the carpenter’s art could express 
itself in the creation of wooden flutes; but Aristotle is thinking 
of ‘clothing itself’ as, effectively, its being manifested in and 
through the use of. More prosaically, he means that the craft of 
carpentry requires suitable tools in order to be implemented as the 
craft that it is. Carpentry can no more be practised by those 
wielding flutes than flute music can be performed by blowing 
onto awls or saws. 

More generally, then, Aristotle clearly wants to call attention 
to the fact, as he sees it, that the bodies of living beings must be 
suitable for the realization of life functions, indeed for the life 
functions characteristic of the kind of beings in question. That is, 
if cows are to perceive colours, then their bodies must be outfitted 
with the appropriate sensory apparatus, eyes. It is wrong to think, 
then, that a cow’s soul might be realized by just any chance 
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body—and still less by just any chance parcel of matter. Cf. Met. 
1045a7—b23, 1075b34. 

In a general way, then, Aristotle’s criticisms of Pythagorean- 
style conceptions of soul-body relations rely on his own commit- 
ment to material causation in explanation. (On the material 
cause, see the General Introduction § III.) More narrowly, his 
criticisms reflect three important substantive commitments of his 
own hylomorphism. The first is that as the proximate matter of 
the soul, the body must be suitably sophisticated, by being 
equipped with suitable organs, because it must be the right sort 
of tool for the soul (it must be an organikon body, in Aristotle’s 
language; see 412a29—b1, with note to 412a28). That is, not just 
any chance body will suffice for the realization of life activity, just 
as Aristotle here contends at 407b19. The second commitment 
follows upon the first: the soul uses its body as an instrument for 
its own ends (415b18-20; cf. Part. An. 642a9-11, 635b14; Pol. 
1254a34). This suggests a definitional priority of soul over body, a 
commitment which in turn leads to the third and most intriguing 
feature of hylomorphism reflected in Aristotle’s current criticism: 
an unensouled body is a body only homonymously, where this 
entails, among other things, that a body’s identity conditions 
are parasitic upon the soul whose body it is. (On the homonymy 
of the body, see note to 412b14 and the General Introduction 
§ IV.A.2. On the priority of the soul over the body, see Shields 
(2009).) 

In this regard, Aristotle’s criticism in this passage draws upon 
his judgement that we are not at liberty when characterizing soul- 
body relations to assume that souls and bodies come ready-made 
and complete, only to be fitted together by a contingent connec- 
tion of some sort. On the contrary, any such view leads to the 
absurdities recounted, because of its failing to take account of a 
living being’s intrinsic unity; this is why Aristotle will want to 
maintain that a living being is a single entity compounded of form 
and matter, neither of which is present as an actually pre-existing 
ingredient simply to be conjoined with the other in the production 
of a living substance. Altogether, then, the current criticism draws 
more heavily upon Aristotle’s own positive doctrine of the soul 
and body than is common in this first, primarily endoxic and 
aporetic book. 
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CHAPTER 4 


Introduction to I 4 
Aristotle criticizes two conceptions of soul in this chapter: 
(i) the doctrine that the soul is an attunement (harmonia; 
407b32-408a28); and (ii) the doctrine that the soul is a self- 
moving number (408b30—409a30, with a brief recapitulation spill- 
ing over into what is in most texts the next chapter (409a31-b18), 
but is here made part of the current chapter, which is its natural 
home). Between these discussions, he revisits the question of 
whether it is appropriate to say that the soul can be moved in 
any way at all (408a29-b29). Although covering ground already 
traversed in DA I 2 and 3, this interlude, evidently intended to 
orient the discussion towards the question of whether the soul can 
be a self-moving number, takes on an independent interest of its 
own, since in it Aristotle reflects in a general way on the appro- 
priate subject of psychological ascription. 

The doctrine that the soul is an attunement had a reasonably 
broad appeal in Plato’s Academy and before. It was introduced, 
for example, into the conversation of the Phaedo by Simmias 
(85e) and then discussed in some detail by Socrates in that same 
dialogue (92b-95b). Aristotle had himself considered it in his lost 
dialogue Eudemus, fragments of which suggest a significant argu- 
ment against this view not recorded in the present work (on 
which, see note to 407b32—408a5). Although admitting of import- 
antly different formulations, the general doctrine is clear enough 
at least in its rudimentary form: it is the view that the soul is 
neither more nor less than an order or structure of the body, in 
much the way the attunement of a violin is an order or structure 
of its strings, fingerboard, and bouts. (Aristotle specifies different 
and comparatively sophisticated ways of developing the view; see 
note to 408a5-18 below.) 

Of all the positions considered in the first book of De Anima, 
the attunement theory most closely resembles Aristotle’s own 
account; for this reason his criticisms of it should reveal a good 
deal about his own thinking about the soul. 

To appreciate these criticisms, it is important to appreciate the 
misleading implications associated with the customary practice of 
rendering the word harmonia, here rendered as ‘attunement’, with 
the English word ‘harmony’. In English, ‘harmony’ has inescapable 
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musical connotations. In fact, harmonia in Greek derives from 
harmonizein, a word with its home in carpentry, though it has 
musical applications as well. In its root sense, it means ‘to join’ or 
‘to fit’, in the sense in which a carpenter joins two planks when 
fitting a drawer. For this reason, in musical contexts, harmonia is 
typically used to describe a tuned instrument, or the attunement ofa 
tuned instrument, rather than the chords or the ratios of the sounds 
produced by a tuned instrument (for which the Greek word is 
sumphonia). 


407b27-31: The Attunement Theory Introduced: The argument 
given on behalf of the attunement theory is brief and direct: (i) an 
attunement is a blending and compounding of opposites; and (ii) 
body is itself composed of opposites; so (iii) the soul is itself an 
attunement. The argument thus stated is obviously unsuccessful: 
(i) and (ii) do not entail that the soul is an attunement. Perhaps the 
gist is rather that given these premises, we can conclude that 
something qualifies as an attunement of the body, and then pro- 
ceed to offer the soul as the only or best candidate for identifica- 
tion with this attunement. 

Why, though, suppose that this identification obtains? If Aris- 
totle has in mind the sort of reason Simmias had relied upon in the 
Phaedo, then the identification might be motivated by the thought 
that since it is not a primitive fact that the body is a unified whole, 
we are right to seek an explanation of its unity. Since what unifies 
the body is evidently something other than any of its own material 
elements taken individually or in combination (they might exist 
when the body does not, as Aristotle himself insists in Metaphys- 
ics Z 17), something else must play the role of unifier. The soul is 
then introduced as a principle capable of playing this role. With 
no more than this motivation in mind, one might reasonably be 
inclined to look for a theory of the soul with only minimal 
ontological commitments: this is just the sort of advantage the 
attunement theory offers over its more extravagant rival, Platonic 
dualism. 

More specifically, we might characterize the body as consti- 
tuted by various elements conceived of as contraries (ultimately, 
the hot, the cold, the wet, the dry); but, if we do, we must also 
concede that there are countless elements and countless opposi- 
tions in the region of any given living body. What makes any 
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given subset of these contraries just those that constitute a living 
body, one might say, is that they stand in some appropriate ratio 
to one another, that they manifest the sort of structured organ- 
ization which gives rise to the characteristics of life. We may then 
wish to call this ratio or structured organization the soul, since we 
are really conceiving of the source of unity, the soul, as just this 
ratio. If we proceed along these lines, then, we end up identifying 
the soul with an attunement of the elements. 

This is part of the reason why even in its first, minimal 
formulation, the attunement theory of the soul raises some 
important questions about Aristotle’s own eventual positive 
doctrine. It seems clear that he regards the attunement as 
superior to the more reductive elemental theories canvassed 
thus far in the aporetic and endoxic first book of De Anima. 
To begin, the attunement theory at least makes some effort to 
explain two central phainomenona regarded by Aristotle as 
worthy of preserving and explaining. First, every living body 
exhibits both synchronic and diachronic unity even while sus- 
taining material replenishment. To say that some elements are 
attuned is to say that they exhibit a discernible structure; if the 
presence of this structure suffices to allow for sameness 
through material replenishment, then that counts on behalf of 
the attunement theory, and against the simple materialist the- 
ories, which at least in their rudimentary formulations offer no 
ready explanation of this phainomenon. Second, and more 
simply, the soul, like an attunement, seems to cease precisely 
when the object whose attunement it is ceases. If this also 
counts as a phainomenon to be explained, then this too counts 
on behalf of the attunement theory. In general, like Aristotle’s 
own preferred hylomorphism, the attunement theory seems to 
seek a middle way between the extremes of austere materialism 
and Platonic dualism. 

Precisely what sort of middle way this may be depends partly 
on the precise form of attunement theory we have in view. Aris- 
totle proceeds to consider two formulations in this chapter: (a) 
that an attunement is the structure of some object, where this 
might be thought of as comparatively abstract; or (b) that it is the 
object itself so structured, where this appears to be something 
comparatively concrete. For a fuller discussion of these alterna- 
tives, see the note to 408a5-18. 
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407b32—408a5; Initial Criticisms of the Attunement Theory: Indul- 
ging in just the kinds of puns we find in the Phaedo (e.g. 92c), 
Aristotle laments that the attunement theory is ‘out of tune’ with the 
facts. Indeed, Aristotle’s initial criticisms are themselves immedi- 
ately reminiscent of the objections to the theory advanced by Plato 
in that dialogue. (The puns are a bit better in Greek, but not much.) 
Aristotle’s complaints are these. First, an attunement must 
be either a proportion of things mixed or a compounding of 
some sort; the soul is neither of these. Second, whatever it is, the 
soul originates motion, or so everyone agrees (see 403b25-7, 
427a17-18), while no attunement does so. In a more general 
way, Aristotle complains, third, that no attunement can reason- 
ably be regarded as discharging the functions of the soul. 
Although he does not elaborate on any of these points here, 
Aristotle evidently regards an attunement as a mere feature, an 
inert supervenient feature, of some structured body, whereas the 
soul, he supposes, is something more, something with a causal 
priority and autonomy. Indeed, on Aristotle’s approach the soul 
is itself a substance (ousia; 412a19), while no attunement, he 
supposes, qualifies as a substance. A bit of Aristotle’s Eudemus 
preserved by Damascius makes this point more explicit than it is 
in De Anima: ‘lack of attunement is contrary to attunement, but 
the soul has no contrary; for it is a substance’ (Commentaria in 
Phaedonem 383 = F 45 R°). See also Topics 123630 for the sort of 
dialectical procedure upon which this sort of reasoning relies. 


408a5-18: Two Senses of Attunement Distinguished and 
Rejected: It seems at first as if Aristotle means to proceed by 
focusing on two main formulations of the harmonia theory known 
to him: ‘if we may speak of attunement by focusing on its two 
main varieties’ (408a5—6). As the argument proceeds, however, it 
emerges that he is speaking instead of the two main uses of the 
term ‘harmonia’, one of which he says, using language he often 
uses in marking out the fundamental or core sense of the term, is 
the ‘most proper’ (Kuridtata; 408a6). That said, we should not 
infer that he is indulging in lexicography or ordinary language 
philosophy here. Rather, he is relying on the term’s use as a guide 
to setting out some alternatives for consideration. 

That said, it is clearly the case that various versions of the theory 
were in the air and discussed within the Academy. Simmias and 
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Echecrates, who moved in Pythagorean circles, both express affin- 
ity to the theory in the Phaedo (at 88b6-7 Simmias says that ‘we’ 
hold it, though he does not say who ‘we’ are; Echecrates also 
reports that he is favourably disposed to the theory at 88d3-4). 
The Aristotelian Aristoxenus was also a proponent; some late 
reports also ascribe it to Philolaus, reportedly the teacher of Sim- 
mias and Echrecrates, but it is plainly inconsistent with other 
things he is reported to have maintained (DL viii 46; cf. DK 44 
A 23). For the provenance of the theory, see Gottschalk (1971). 
Taylor (1983) also reviews the question of its likely adherents 
before formulating in detail various possible versions of the theory 
as it appears in the Phaedo. Different aspects of the theory and 
its development are also well discussed by Hicken (1954) and 
Caston (1997). 

Aristotle immediately renders the two senses of ‘harmonia’ he 
introduces more precise in order to launch his criticisms of the 
theory, his strategy evidently being one of divide and conquer. 
The two versions he articulates are these: 


¢ Attunement as compounded magnitude: x is an attunement 
of y just in case x is a compounding (sunthesis), an exact 
combination, of (y) things that have magnitude. 

e Attunement as proportion: x is an attunement of y just in 
case x is a proportion or ratio (logos) in terms of which the 
elements of y are mixed (mixis). 


The difference between these interpretations is more than a 
matter of emphasis: on the first interpretation, an attunement 
is something concrete, a magnitude—a measurable quantity— 
whichis attuned, while on the second it issomething more abstract, 
the ratio or proportion of the thing mixed. As a rough analogy, 
when we speak of recipes in English, we normally have in mind the 
abstract instructions for the production of some dish or other, 
though we sometimes intend instead to refer to the dish produced 
in accordance with the set of abstract specifications (‘Taste my new 
recipe and see if it meets with your approval.’). The two approaches 
to attunement thus differ in consequential ways. 

Moreover, on the assumption that Aristotle is adhering to his 
usual terminology, the first notion, where an attunement is a 
compounded magnitude, is a case of compounding (sunthesis) 
and the second notion, where an attunement is a proportion, is 
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a case of mixture (mixis). A sunthesis is a process of blending 
whereby the elements mixed remain once blended. For instance, if 
we distribute white and black marbles in a jar, the individual 
marbles remain actual individual marbles, and also actually 
white and black. By contrast, if we blend eggs, flour, sugar, and 
water in a process of mixis, each ingredient undergoes a change 
such that it no longer actually persists with its original features in 
the mixture. (In one sense a cake contains eggs and in another 
sense not—one cannot borrow two eggs from someone whose 
only eggs have been mixed into cake batter.) On mixture, see Gen. 
et Corr. I 10, together with Fine (1995). In sum, then, the first 
notion of attunement treats parts attuned as persisting through 
the process of attunement, whereas the second does not. 

Aristotle deploys distinct but related arguments against these 
two views. Directed against the first, attunement as a compounded 
magnitude, is a somewhat obscure argument to the effect that 
there are many different kinds of compounding in a body. To 
understand this argument, it is first of all important to stress that 
in speaking of a magnitude (megethos), Aristotle has in mind not 
a measurement of any kind, but rather a thing measured. He in 
fact has two notions of megethos in his writings, either as a body 
extended in three dimensions, so that, e.g., a line would not count 
as a megethos, and another, more encompassing notion, such that 
anything measurable in extension is a magnitude, so that lines but 
not points qualify (Met. 1020a, DC 268a7-12; see Lear (1982) for 
a useful presentation of narrower and broader notions of me- 
gethos in both Aristotle and Euclid). Here Aristotle has the first, 
more restricted view in mind. So, when thinking of an attunement 
as a magnitude in this sense, he is focusing on bodies compounded 
out of the elements which make up all material beings. 

More exactly, Aristotle is relying here on his view that bodies 
are composed from three distinct kinds of compounds: (i) basic 
elements (earth, air, fire, and water), (ii) homoeomerous com- 
pounds (parts which are continuously the same, so that any given 
portion of the part has the property of the whole, e.g. blood and 
bone); and (iii) anhomoeomerous parts (parts for which this fails, 
e.g. the hand, since a finger is not itself a hand). (Aristotle refers to 
these three types of parts as three types of compounding at De 
Partibus Animalium 646a12-22, 647a1-3.) If all of these forms of 
compounding qualify as attunements, then, suggests Aristotle, 
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there must be one part of soul for each kind of compound—on the 
assumption, that is, that being an attunement of some compound is 
sufficient for being a soul. These types of compounds cannot, 
however, be mapped directly onto the individual faculties of soul. 
Hence, we can say neither that the individual faculties nor the 
whole soul itself is any kind of attunement. This worry finds an 
especially clear motivation in the case of reason (nous), which 
Aristotle denies has a bodily organ (see note to 429a26.) 

Developing a similar point against the second, comparatively 
abstract interpretation of the attunement theory, attunement as 
proportion, Aristotle notes that even within homoeomerous types 
such as flesh and bone, there are different ratios or proportions 
present. Consequently, if we think of the soul as identical to a 
ratio or proportion, there will be as many souls associated with 
each individual body as it has ratios or proportions. Indeed, 
even within each part of the body, whether homoeomerous or 
anhomoeomerous, we will encounter as many souls as ratios or 
proportions. So, each body will have very many souls, not one, 
something Aristotle understands to be patently absurd. 

An attunement theorist might plausibly seek to block this 
inference by rejoining that not just any ratio of elements is an 
attunement; but that would force a third articulation of the theory 
not considered here, one which would, of course, then face the 
task of sorting in some non-arbitrary manner those attunements 
(or ratios) which are sufficient for being souls from those which 
are not. 


408a18—23: A Moral for Empedocles: Aristotle observes that 
his reflections on the relations of mixtures and the soul have 
ramifications for Empedocles, who had held that bodily parts are 
themselves ratios of mixtures of the basic elements, and may be 
understood on the basis of a passage in the Part. An. (642a.18-24) to 
be a representative of the second notion of attunement theory. 
Aristotle wonders how Empedocles conceived the relationship 
between such ratios and the soul. If he thought they were identical 
with one another, Empedocles would presumably be liable to the 
criticisms mounted against the second version of the attunement 
theory. Otherwise, Aristotle mainly complains that the Empedo- 
clean account is incomplete, insofar as it explains unity by positing a 
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primitive notion of attraction, personified as Love, among the elem- 
ents. (Empedocles comes in for fuller criticism in the next chapter, 
at 410a2-b15. Cf. also Met. 988a33 and esp. 1001a13-16, where 
Aristotle also amplifies his criticism of Empedocles.) 


408a23-8: What is Right about the Attunement Theory: Before 
leaving it behind, Aristotle gamely observes that the attunement 
theory does offer several advantages, insofar as it explains some 
of the things any theory of the soul ought to explain. He mentions 
two: (1) when the flesh and other parts of the body are destroyed, 
so too is the soul; and (ii) in some sense of the term, at death the 
soul leaves the body. The attunement theory, Aristotle concedes, 
neatly explains both of these facts. As for (i), since it supervenes 
on the flesh and other parts of the body, an attunement perishes 
when precisely they are destroyed. If a bourgeois rock star 
smashes his guitar on stage during a concert, then such attune- 
ment as the guitar might have had perishes along with the guitar. 
As for (ii), it is clear that the soul comes to an end when the body 
dies. As dependent upon the body, again, an attunement behaves 
as expected. 

In connection with (ii), some care is needed regarding Aris- 
totle’s unanswered question: ‘what is it that perishes when the 
soul departs (tés psuchés apolipousés)?’ (408a28). When he says 
that the soul ‘departs’ or ‘leaves behind’ the body (apolipousés), 
Aristotle does not mean that it ‘takes its leave and goes some- 
where else,’ but speaks of leaving rather in the way that love 
leaves a relationship after too many transgressions. Love simply 
ends. Indeed, Aristotle is at present acknowledging as a virtue of 
the rejected theory that an attunement precisely does not go 
anywhere, but rather ceases, at the moment of death. 

In both these ways, then, the attunement theory gives the right 
results; and in each case the results flow from an attunement’s 
being supervenient upon the body. It will accordingly be reason- 
able to determine how—and how well—Aristotle’s preferred 
hylomorphism fares in these regards. 


408a29-b18: A More Difficult Question Regarding the Soul’s 
Motion: On the basis of what has been said so far, Aristotle 
concludes that the soul neither is an attunement nor moves in 
a circle. The second conclusion implicitly reintroduces the 
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question of the soul’s ability to move and be moved, which in turn 
induces Aristotle to pose a more consequential question regarding 
psychic motion than we have so far encountered. He has agreed 
that the soul can initiate and be in motion co-incidentally (see the 
Introduction to DA I 3 and note to 405b31I-406a12). Aristotle 
now envisages someone reasonably objecting that the soul seems 
to be in motion in a more intimate way, not merely co- 
incidentally by being moved when its body is moved in its own 
right, but rather in its own nature, in virtue of its own intrinsic 
alterations. 

Whatever its provenance, the objection is close to home: ‘we 
say’ (408b1; cf. 403b17, 406a5, 408a5). We are inclined to say, 
more specifically, that the soul feels pain and joy, that it is at times 
angry, and generally that it perceives and thinks. Since these are 
all motions (they are changes (kinéseis); see note to 406a12-16), 
and intrinsic to the soul, it seems to follow directly that the soul 
itself is the subject of motion, and not co-incidentally. 

So, the opponent is imagined as arguing, as against the thesis 
that the soul cannot move in its own right (kath’ hauto): (1) 
episodes of pity, perception, reasoning and other mental states 
are motions; (2) the soul is the subject of these states; hence, (3) 
the soul moves in its own right. 

Aristotle’s response to this argument has occasioned consider- 
able discussion. He says: ‘For it is perhaps better not to say that 
the soul pities or learns or thinks, but that the human being does 
these things with the soul’ (408b13-14). On its surface, Aristotle’s 
response to the challenge about motion he is currently consider- 
ing seems to involve him in some deep reflection on the suitability 
of predicating psychological states to the soul as opposed to the 
ensouled being, that is, the human being. This in turn has reso- 
nated with those among Aristotle’s modern readers inclined to 
think of psychological states in primarily dispositional terms. 
(Thus, Barnes (1971-2) refers to this section of DA I 4 as the 
‘celebrated Rylean passage.’) This understanding gains some sup- 
port from another possible rendering of the sentence at 408b13: 
‘For it is probably (isds) better to say not that the soul pities or learns 
or thinks, but that the human being does these things by means of 
his soul.’ The main differences between the two renderings, each of 
which is perfectly acceptable, concern the beginning and the end 
of this sentence. At the beginning, the word isôs is sometimes used 
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by Aristotle and other authors to express caution (‘perhaps’) but 
other times to express cautious endorsement (‘probably’ or ‘pre- 
sumably’). At the end of the sentence is a second and more 
consequential difference involving the phrase tê(i) psuché(i) at 
408b15, rendered in the text neutrally as (i) ‘with the soul’. It 
might be taken to mean (ii) ‘in virtue of his having a soul’ or 
“by means of having a soul’, where the purport would be that it is 
the living human being, the composite substance, which is the 
proper subject of these motions, not the soul. Barnes (1972) 
spiritedly approves of (ii). Shields (1988b) and (2009) rejects (ii) 
in favour of (i). 

In support of (ii) is the thought that, taken this way, Aristotle’s 
response straightforwardly denies a key premise in his opponent’s 
argument, namely premise (2) that the soul is the subject of the 
sorts of psychological states. Against (ii) is the thought that, 
however congenial to modern sensibilities it may prove, this retort 
is not easily ascribed to Aristotle, since he elsewhere freely treats 
the soul as a substance (ousia; 412a19-20; Met. 103745), and so as 
a subject (hupokeimenon; Met. 1029a1-2), and indeed also else- 
where introduces the soul as the proper and non-derivative sub- 
ject to a variety of mental states (e.g. 429a10-11). So, if he denies 
here that the soul is a subject, then he threatens to contradict 
himself twice over by treating it as a substance elsewhere and then 
again as something to which mental states are immediately 
ascribed. 

In support of (i), then, is the thought that Aristotle is offering 
an appropriately nuanced response to the argument about motion 
he is currently considering. He is challenged by the suggestion 
that the soul moves in itself, since his own hylomorphic analysis 
represents perception and thought—and, presumably, psycho- 
logical states generally—in terms of form acquisition and so as 
involving alteration. (On the hylomorphic analysis of perception 
and thought, see the General Introduction § IV.B.2 and IV.B.4.) 
So, he is right to be concerned about this objection. Still, it is 
noteworthy, according to this alternative, that Aristotle explains 
himself by allowing that motion ‘sometimes reaches as far as the 
soul, and sometimes proceeds from it’ (408b16; cf. 408b7), where 
the implication seems to be that the soul is not in motion in its 
own right, but in virtue of its standing in relation to the body, 
which is in motion in this way. This would comport with 
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Aristotle’s general denial of the soul’s ability to move in its own 
right (kath’ hauto), as well as with his contention that it can, 
nevertheless, move in virtue of another (kath’ heteron) or co- 
incidentally (kata sumbebékos). This he had been at pains to 
establish in the last chapter. See note to 405b31—406aI2. 

On either interpretation, Aristotle intends to reject the 
unwanted conclusion (3), that the soul moves in its own right 
(kath’ hauto). 


408b18-29: The Case of Reason: Aristotle regularly treats rea- 
son (nous) as somehow exceptional relative to the other faculties 
of the soul. Here he begins somewhat curiously by suggesting that 
reason may itself be a substance (ousia), or a sort of substance, 
whereas he elsewhere characterizes it as a capacity (dunamis; 
413b24, 428a5); one would normally expect a capacity to be a 
capacity of a substance. The current passage is anomalous in 
other ways as well. For example, the argument that reason is 
somehow indestructible relies on an analogy with the sense 
organs (408b21), to a rather odd effect. Aristotle seems to argue 
that reason does not itself deteriorate with the enfeeblements of 
old age, on the grounds that the sensory faculties would remain 
strong if their organs were replenished or replaced periodically. 
This in the first instance ignores the alleged disanalogy between 
reason and perception upon which Aristotle elsewhere insists: 
reason, alone among the faculties of soul, lacks an organ (see 
429a26-7, with note). Moreover, the argument evidently proves 
more than it should, if it proves anything at all, since it seems to 
have the consequence that reason is imperishable if and only if 
perception is—in which case it is hard to understand how reason 
is exceptional. The note to 429a18-27 revisits this matter briefly. 

Conceivably the passage is better understood less directly, 
such that Aristotle is not speaking in propria persona but is 
rather making a further ad hominem point against those who 
suppose that the soul moves in its own right. Here it can be 
observed that the characterization of reason as a substance is 
introduced at 408b18-I9 only rather gingerly, as what would 
seem to be the case, scilicet to Aristotle’s opponents, and that its 
final characterization as unaffected and somehow divine at 
408b29 remains noncommittal on a point about which Aristotle 
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is himself firm (cf. Gen An. 736b27; Met. 1074b16; EN 1177b30; 
DA 429a15, b23, 430a18-24). 

On this approach, the oddness of the passage dissolves, since its 
purport will be that even those who think that the soul moves in 
itself agree that reason does not move in itself, and further that 
since reason moves as the other faculties do, they all move in 
virtue of something else, co-incidentally, and not in themselves. 
This much would also cohere with Aristotle’s own considered 
view, since although he thinks that reason is in various ways 
exceptional, he also thinks that it behaves as the other capacities 
of soul do with respect to motion. All move only co-incidentally. 

The matter is somewhat complicated by a difficulty of transla- 
tion. The sentence at 408b27-8, rendered ‘Accordingly, when this 
is destroyed, one neither remembers nor loves,’ tries to remain 
neutral between distinct interpretative traditions. The first trad- 
ition, suggested but not strictly entailed by the translation in the 
text, takes the ‘one’ in question to be (i) the entire human (anthr6- 
pos); (ii) a second approach takes it instead to be the soul (psuché); 
and (iii) a third supposes that the one in question is reason (nous) 
itself. Aquinas favours the second (De an. I, lec. 10, n.20), while 
Themistius develops a version of the third, by looking forward to 
the vexed discussion of active reason in De Anima III § (in de 
Anima, 101.18-102.23). 


408b30—409a31: That the Soul is not a Self-Moving Number: On 
the basis of what has preceded, Aristotle concludes that the soul 
does not move, from which it follows trivially that it does not set 
itself in motion. In both the conclusion and the further inference 
Aristotle means that the soul does not move in itself, for it can 
move only co-incidentally. 

If it does not move itself, then whatever else it is, the soul is not 
a self-moving number. Aristotle seems to regard any suggestion 
to the contrary with particular derision. The view perhaps owes to 
Xenocrates, Plato’s eventual successor as head of the Academy. 
Aristotle does not in fact name him, though Plutarch does (De 
Animae Procreatione 1012D; cf. 404b28-30; APo. 91a35-b1). In 
any case, whatever its provenance, the view is, Aristotle contends, 
doubly perverse. It not only succumbs to the problems following 
upon its claim that the soul moves itself, but faces a whole set of 
distinct objections owing to its characterization of the soul as a 
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number. From Aristotle’s perspective, the view combines two 
false views into one absurd view. 

That said, Aristotle does not summarily dismiss the view out of 
hand. Instead, he develops a series of arguments against it, dir- 
ected mainly against the proposal that the soul is a number of 
some sort. His interest in the view derives in part from its kinship 
to the second of the two interpretations of the attunement theory 
distinguished earlier in the chapter (see note 408a5-18), according 
to which the soul is a ratio, or mathematical structure of the 
elements or parts of the body. On the current proposal, the soul 
is similarly a kind of mathematical entity, though now it is not a 
complex ratio, but a simple number. In the ensuing discussion, 
Aristotle implicitly reviews different ways of conceiving of num- 
bers and their features: as without parts (408b32—409a3); as 
entities capable of entering into arithmetic relations (409a7-10); 
as akin to Democritean atoms in their simplicity (409a 10-20); 
and as numbers identifiable or not with points in the body 
(409a16—-30). 

Armed with these features of numbers and simple units char- 
acterizable by numbers and analogous to numbers in their non- 
compositeness, Aristotle launches a series of attacks, the most 
consequential of which include: 


(A) 406b32-409a2: 
(1) A number is a unit, without parts. 
(2) Something can move itself only if it has parts. 
(3) Hence, numbers cannot move themselves. 


Aristotle regards a number variously as a synthesis or plurality 
of units (Met. 1039a12, 1053a30, 105743), as a plurality of 
indivisibles (Met. 1001a26, 1085b22), or as either the measure 
of plurality or a measured plurality (Met. 1088a5; cf. Phys. 
207b7). This last bifurcation helps explain how Aristotle can 
move so readily from thinking of numbers to other forms of 
simples, including Democritean atoms and points (409a 10-30). 
In the present argument, however, he is focusing on the simpli- 
city and indivisibility of numbers, however construed, and rely- 
ing on his view that nothing simple can set itself in motion 
(Phys. 254b27-33). More generally, Aristotle holds that nothing 
simple can be in motion in its own right, but only co-incidentally 
(Phys. 240b8, 24146). 


147 


DE ANIMA BOOK I 


(B) 409a7-I0: 
(1) If one number is subtracted from another, then what 
remains is something differing in species. 
(2) When an animal or plant is bisected, the souls in the 
bisected parts remain in one and the same species. 
(3) So, a soul is not a number. 


Aristotle’s argument proceeds by a simple appeal to Leibniz’s 
Law: souls have features which numbers lack and consequently 
cannot be identified with them. The feature in question is that 
numbers can enter into arithmetic functions to yield other num- 
bers. Thus, when one is subtracted from an even number, an odd 
number results, something differing in kind from the original 
number. As he says, ‘even when one takes away or adds the 
smallest thing, the definition and essence [of the original number] 
will no longer be the same’ (Met. 1043b36—1044a2). Yet if an 
earthworm is severed, the two halves, which continue to live, do 
not change in kind: each is still an earthworm and so the defin- 
ition and essence will remain unchanged. Aristotle is impressed by 
the phenomenon of bisection in connection with the soul and cites 
it several times in the service of a variety of claims (41 1b19, 413b16; 
cf. Meta 1040b10-13; Parva Nat. 467a18, 468a25, 47943; Part. An. 
68245, b30; Gen. An. 731a21). Here, though, he mentions the easier 
case of plants as well. His point is that the soul asa whole admits of 
division without forcing a change in species, whereas no number 
has this ability. Hence, the soul is not a number. 


(C) 409a16-30: 

Although not stated with maximal clarity, the last major 
argument of the chapter appears to be a sort of dilemma. It 
is predicated upon two exhaustive alternatives, whether 
the soul, conceived as a point, is or is not coextensive 
with the points of the body, which, as a magnitude, is 
infinitely divisible. Aristotle first seems to reason that if 
the soul is a unit, and if there are a plurality of souls, then 
the soul must be a point, since a point is a unit having 
position (cf. 409a6). At any rate, he treats units (monades) 
and points (stigmai) interchangeably in this argument: 

(1) Suppose the soul is a unit or a point. 

(2) The body, as a magnitude, can be divided into an 

infinite number of points. 
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(3) Given (1), either each individual point of the body is to be 
identified with a soul, conceived as a point, or it is not. 

(4) If not, then there are conceivably an infinite number of 
souls in the same place as each point in the body— 
which is absurd. 

(5) If so, then each point is a soul, which entails that (a) 
every body will be alive, and (b) there will be an infinite 
number of souls associated with each composite body. 

(6) (4) is absurd, and (5a) is manifestly false, since some 
things are alive and others not, while (5b) too is is absurd. 

(7) So, (1), the hypothesis that the soul is a unit, or point, 
must be rejected. 


The argument thus stated retains some obscurities, including 
especially the source of the absurdities associated with (4) and 
(5). To begin, though, (2) simply follows from Aristotle’s concep- 
tion of being a magnitude (megethos), on which, see note to 
407a2-10. Every magnitude, he maintains, is infinitely divisible; 
since the body is a magnitude, it too is so divisible. Given that, 
and on the assumption that the soul should be conceived as a unit 
or point, the question arises as to whether one should suppose 
that each individual point in the magnitude of the body is to be 
identified with the soul so conceived. 

(4) entertains the suggestion that we should identify souls and 
bodily points. In that case, there will be two points in one place 
(topos), namely the body point and the soul point. But if there 
may be two points in the same place, then there may also be more, 
uncountably many more, with the result that there might be an 
infinite number of souls co-located with each point of the body. 
It is noteworthy that the absurdity does not seem to arise with 
the possibility of there being an infinite number of souls in the 
same place as each point of the body, but emerges already with 
the possibility of there being two discrete entities in the same 
place, since Aristotle thinks that each thing exhausts the place in 
which it is; that there could be an infinite number of co-located 
entities simply draws out the consequence of allowing that there 
could be two. On Aristotle’s conception of place as the inner 
limit of that which contains a thing, see Phys. 212a20, along with 
Met. 1067a8-31, 1092a17-21. 
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Having shown the presumed absurdity of denying that soul points 
are to be identified with body points, Aristotle turns, in (5), to the 
other horn of the dilemma, by sketching what follows from such an 
identification. Presumably, he is assuming something articulated 
only later in the work, that it is the presence of a soul which 
differentiates the living from the non-living (413422; cf. 413bI-2, 
415a25, 434423). On this assumption, if points of the body are taken 
to be identical with soul points, then all bodies will be animate, 
which is absurd. Furthermore, for each composite body, such as the 
human body, there will be an infinite number of souls, because, 
again, the body is a magnitude and infinitely divisible. 


409a31-b18: Summary and Recapitulation: In most modern 
texts these lines appear at the beginning of the next chapter. As 
late as the fourteenth century, manuscripts of De Anima evidently 
had the text divided differently, with these lines concluding the 
present chapter. Since they clearly belong here, and not in the 
next chapter, I have followed the pre-Renaissance practice by 
including them in the translation of DA I 4. Nothing much 
turns on their placement, beyond continuity of expression. 

Aristotle adds no new arguments in this section, though he does 
offer several additional observations. He adds, for instance, the 
idea that if the soul is a body, as Democritus claims, there will be 
two bodies in the same place, which he regards as an additional 
absurdity. Further, he introduces the observation that anyone 
wishing to define the soul as a number or any such thing would 
be well advised to reflect upon the actual functions of the soul, 
including perception, feeling, and calculating. It seems a bizarre 
and twisted contortion, suggests Aristotle, to try to find any basis 
for these activities in the nature of number. 


CHAPTER 5 


Introduction to I 5 
Aristotle understands himself thus far to have considered two 
of the three prominent conceptions of soul bequeathed to him 
by his predecessors, that it is an entity capable of initiating 
motion by moving itself and that it is something composed 
of the finest, least corporeal of material bodies (cf. 405b11). 
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He has in the preceding two chapters discussed both of these 
views, together with a variety of issues sometimes only tangen- 
tially related to them. In the present chapter, he turns to the third 
traditional account of the soul, the view that it is something 
constituted out of the elements. In fact Aristotle mainly speaks 
simply in terms of the soul’s being ‘from the elements’ (ek stoi- 
cheién), and the translation reflects this terse way of speaking. In 
the commentary, however, this is often expanded to reflect Aris- 
totle’s fuller meaning (made clear at 410b19-20: ‘from which the 
soul is to be constituted’; ex hôn tên psuchén sunestanai), that on 
the hypothesis under consideration the soul is ‘made up of elem- 
ents’ or ‘constituted from elements’ or simply ‘constituted of 
elements’. 

As in earlier chapters, Aristotle once again explores not only the 
announced topic, but a host of allied matters surrounding it. In the 
current chapter these include: (i) the principle of unity needed to 
explain the aggregation of elements into single souls; (ii) the sense 
in which like is known by like; (iii) the relation of the various 
capacities of the soul to distinct parts of the body; and (iv) the 
divisibility of the soul. Although plainly distinct from one another, 
discussion of each of these matters is prompted by some question 
pertaining to the thesis that the soul is composed of elements. 


409b19-24: A Return to the Central Topic: Having already 
dispatched two of the three traditional accounts of soul (on 
which, see the Introduction to this chapter), Aristotle turns his 
attention to those who contend that the soul is constituted out of 
the elements (stoicheia). In this chapter Aristotle sometimes treats 
the elements narrowly, as encompassing only the traditional four 
basic elements, namely earth, air, fire, and water; but he some- 
times also adverts to a broader conception of elements continuous 
with the root meaning of the word (stoicheia were initially letters, 
as the elements in a syllable, a meaning which subsequently 
generalized to cover elements of all sorts), as the constituents 
of compounds, whatever their own natures might be (cf. Gen. et 
Corr. 314a15; Met. 992b18, 1034b26-1035a14, 1041b1 1-33). It 
is in this broader sense that Plato is able to speak of the soul 
as compounded out of the ‘elements’ of Being, Sameness, and 
Other (Tim. 35a—b). In this chapter Aristotle moves back and 
forth without warning between the more restricted and the more 
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liberal uses of the term. Thus, for example, the argument at 
409b26—410a13 trades on the narrow conception, while the argu- 
ment immediately following at 410a13—22 entertains the more 
inclusive notion. 


409b24-5: Motivation for the View under Consideration: Aristotle 
begins by ascribing a distinctive motivation to proponents of 
the elemental view of soul: “They say this [sc. that the soul is 
constituted out of the elements] so that the soul may perceive 
and come to know each of the things which exist’ (409b24-5). It 
is important for understanding the direction of the chapter that 
Aristotle represents those who maintain that the soul is com- 
pounded out of the elements as doing so on the basis of a sort of 
inference to the best explanation, or perhaps more strongly as 
an inference to the only possible explanation. To be sure, 
Aristotle does not put the matter in these terms, but his treat- 
ments of his predecessors follows some such pattern of recon- 
struction. On this reconstruction, for example, it is taken as 
given by the proponents of this theory that ‘like is known by 
like’ (which I will call the ‘like-like theory’); it is then inferred 
by them that since various elements are known, the soul must 
itself be elemental. The elemental theory of the soul is thus 
advanced on behalf of Aristotle’s predecessors as a sort of 
required grounding explanation for the like-like theory. In its 
simplest form, the inference pattern is: (1) like is known by like; 
(2) elements are known; (3) if (1) and (2), then the soul is itself 
elemental; so (4) the soul is elemental. 

Aristotle immediately notes that if all things are composed of 
the elements, and like is known only by like, then since the soul 
can in principle know all things, it must be composed of all the 
elements. Having represented his opponents in this way, Aristotle 
has paved the way to attack not only their inferences but the 
putative grounds for their inferences, that like is known by like. In 
this chapter, he proceeds to attack on both fronts. 

Aristotle does not here consider the provenance of the like-like 
theory in any systematic way: ‘For they maintain that one 
comes to know like by like’ (409b26-7): Who are ‘they’ whose 
view is under scrutiny? Aristotle has already mentioned Empedo- 
cles (404b13-15), who commands the most attention in 
this chapter, Plato (404b17; cf. Phaedo 79c2-e7), Diogenes of 
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Apollonia (405a23), Heracleitus (405a27), and has noted that 
many others were attracted to this same thesis (405b13-19). He 
does not, however, characterize their view in any substantive way; 
nor does he offer any motivation for this sort of way of thinking. 
For an illuminating, somewhat critical discussion of Aristotle’s 
treatment of the like-like theory as it emerges in Empedocles, see 
Kamtekar (2009). 


409b25-410b15 Objections to the View: Aristotle offers a series 
of arguments against the view that the soul is compounded from 
the elements, the most important of which are these: 


(A) 409b26—410a13: 

(1) Suppose that like is known by like. 

(2) If (1), the soul must be or have within it the items it 
knows, since x is like y in being F only if x and y 
exemplify F-ness. 

(3) The soul knows the elements. 

(4) So, by (1) and (2), the soul must be made of elements. 

(5) Still, in addition to the elements, there exist com- 
pounds of elements (including such things as flesh, 
bones, humans, stones, god, and the good, to name 
but a few). 

(6) The soul knows, in addition to the elements, the things 
compounded from the elements. 

(7) So, the soul must be like the compounds. 

(8) So, the soul must have in it such things as flesh, bones, 
humans, stones, god, and the good. 

(9) That is too absurd even to entertain (410b10-11; cf. 
note to 431b24—-432a1). 

(10) So, either (1) or (2), or both, must be rejected. 


Expressing it in this way, Aristotle in (2) remorselessly ascribes 
to his opponents a literal way of understanding the like-like 
theory. This seems fair in the dialectical context, since at least 
as represented, his opponents wish to infer the literal presence 
of the elements in the soul from the like-like theory, and so 
seem constrained to assume the restriction on likeness set in (2). 
Note, however, that because it restricts likeness to shared prop- 
erty exemplification, (2) places a severe constraint on the pro- 
ponents of the theory, one precluding representational forms 
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of likeness. This is significant, since on one interpretation of 
Aristotle’s own theory of perception, he will avail himself of a 
more relaxed conception of likeness (see the General Introduc- 
tion § IV.B). 

In any event, the purport of Aristotle’s objection is that if his 
opponents prove anything with their argument, they prove much 
more than they can want to prove. 


(B) 410a13-22: 

The second argument draws upon features of Aristotle’s 

own categorial scheme, according to which there are 

(canonically ten) irreducibly distinct kinds of beings (v. 

402a23-bI, 412a6-11, where Aristotle raises and answers 

questions about the soul’s proper ontological category; cf. 

Cat. 1b25-2a11 for a statement of the theory; Ackrill 

(1963) offers a succinct and illuminating presentation of 

Aristotle’s doctrine of categories). 

(1) Suppose the soul is constituted from the elements. 

(2) Being is spoken of in many ways: there are irreducibly 
distinct categories of being, including substance, quan- 
tity, and quality. 

(3) If (1), then the elements from which the soul is consti- 
tuted will belong either (a) to the category of substance 
or (b) to several of the categories. 

(4) If (3a), then the soul will be a substance and (according 
to the like-like theory) know only other substances. 

(5) The soul knows things other than substances. 

(6) So, not (3a): the soul is not constituted of elements 
belonging exclusively to the category of substance. 

(7) If (3b), the soul will be made of elements belonging to 
several of the categories, including the elements of 
substance, quantity, and quality. 

(8) If (7), the soul will be at once a substance, a quantity, 
and a quality. 

(9) Nothing is both a substance and a quantity and a 
quality (since, indeed, nothing is essentially in any 
two categories). 

(10) So, not (3b): the soul is not constituted of elements 
belonging to various categories at once. 
(11) So, not (1): the soul is not constituted of the elements. 
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The first point to note about this argument is that it relies upon 
the more liberal notion of ‘element’ (stoicheion), which we have 
not seen so far, according to which elements are regarded as basic 
constituents of any kind (on the broader rather than the narrower 
notions of elements, see note to 409b19—24). The second point is 
that it relies upon Aristotle’s own theory of categories, a theory to 
which his opponents may not subscribe. (2) simply asserts that 
theory. Of course, if that theory is cogent, Aristotle is, nonethe- 
less, entitled to rely upon it without setting out its defence in the 
present context. 

One question pertains to the correct understanding and ultim- 
ate defensibility of (3b), the suggestion that perhaps the soul is 
constituted of elements drawn from more than one category. 
On one interpretation of this alternative, it is to be understood 
exclusively, so that a given soul is drawn entirely from elements of 
one category other than substance. This interpretation seems 
incorrect, since then the alternative would immediately succumb 
to the objection launched against (3a), namely, that the soul is 
made of elements exclusively in the category of substance: no one 
soul could then, according to the like-like theory, know anything 
not in its own category. This is not, however, the objection 
Aristotle offers. Rather, he complains, in (8) and (9), that if 
(3b), the soul will be at once a substance, a quantity, and a 
quality, it being assumed evidently that a sufficient condition 
for x’s being a member of category C is that x be made of 
elements belonging to C. So, the correct understanding of (3b) 
is rather that the soul is made simultaneously of elements belong- 
ing to several distinct categories of being. 

It is interesting to note that the argument holds force only for 
those motivated to endorse the thesis that the soul is constituted 
of the elements on the basis of the like-like theory. For it is the 
like-like theory which permits Aristotle to tease out the unaccept- 
able consequence of (3a), in (4), that the soul, if constituted from 
elements in the category of substance, will be confined to knowing 
other substances only. Presumably, it remains open to someone 
not motivated by the like-like theory to maintain on other 
grounds that the soul is constituted out of elements. Again, 
however, Aristotle is treating all of his opponents in this chapter 
as motivated, ultimately, by some version of the like-like theory 
(see note to 409b24-5). 
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Finally, the argument raises interesting but unanswered ques- 
tions regarding the mereology of souls, as Aristotle conceives it. 
According to (9) nothing is both a substance and a quantity and 
a quality. If that is true, it is true only in the sense that nothing is a 
quality insofar as it is a substance. (Marcus, the slave, is both a 
substance and a relative, but presumably he is not a relative 
insofar as he is a substance.) The question thus arises as to why 
Aristotle’s opponents, having ceded (9), need to accept (10), the 
claim that the soul is not constituted of elements belonging to 
various categories at once. An individual soul can in some sense 
be ‘made up’ out of elements from different categories—it may be 
a substance and accidental qualities, for example—and not yet 
violate (9) as Aristotle understands it. Presumably it is open to his 
opponents to respond in a similar vein, especially given that the 
argument is working with the broader rather than the more 
restricted notion of ‘element’ (stoicheion). For more on psychic 
mereology and the question of whether capacities are ‘parts’ of 
the soul, see note to 411a26—b14 below. 


(C) 410a27-b7: 

The next series of arguments are ad hominem, directed 

against Empedocles, though some of them could presum- 

ably be generalized. The arguments are: 

(1) 410a30-b2: (i) If x’s being like y in being Fis sufficient 
for x’s knowing y, then the earthen parts of the body 
(the hair, sinews, and bones) will know earth; but (ii) 
these know nothing; (iii) hence, Empedocles’ claim to 
the contrary (410b2) is unsustainable. 

(2) 410b2-4: (i) If a necessary condition of x’s knowing y 
is that x be like y in being F, then the individual 
elements will know only other elements and will be 
ignorant of most things; (ii) Empedocles’ like-like the- 
ory requires that elements know only things they are 
like; (iii) hence, on this theory, much ignorance will 
result. In this argument, Aristotle evidently under- 
stands the like-like theory to require that like knows 
what it is essentially or compositionally like, thus 
restricting the range of suitable substitution instances 
for ‘F’. This is reasonable enough, since without some 
such restriction, the theory becomes trivial inasmuch 
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as everything is like everything else in some respect or 
other. Even so, this restriction has the effect of making 
the like-like theory more demanding than at least 
some of its opponents have supposed it to be. The 
question then becomes whether any given individual 
proponent can plausibly be thought to subscribe to the 
like-like theory in its more demanding formulation. 
Here Aristotle makes Empedocles accept a fairly strong 
version of the theory and thus also allows further room 
for response by Empedocles or someone disposed to 
respond on his behalf. Aristotle launches a similar com- 
plaint against Empedocles in Metaphysics 1000b3. 
41ob4-7: Again reverting to the more encompassing 
notion of elements, Aristotle argues: (i) A necessary 
condition of knowing element x is being made at least 
in part of x; (ii) god, according to Empedocles, has no 
strife in him, though mortals do; (iii) hence, god will not 
know strife; (iv) hence, god will know less than mortals 
in this respect. Presumably Aristotle is drawing on the 
sort of Empedoclean view contained in frags. 17, 18, 
and 20, according to which the Sphere, Empedocles’ 
divinity, is said to be free of strife, a basic constituent of 
things he adds, along with friendship, to the traditional 
four elements of earth, air, fire, and water. 


Sa 
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(D) 410b7-15: 

Aristotle now generalizes beyond Empedocles, by contend- 
ing that the like-like thesis as applied to elements generates 
the wrong extension for the soul, because everything material 
is made of elements. Consequently, anyone inferring upon 
the basis of the like-like theory that the soul is this or that 
element, or any combination of elements, will run up against 
obvious counter-examples: there are plainly entities made of 
elements which lack souls and so neither perceive nor think, 
e.g. pencils, rubbish bins, or mounds of dirt. Significantly, in 
this section, Aristotle raises in passing a serious and conse- 
quential objection involving the soul’s function in providing 
unity to the body. He returns to this important objection 
more fully later. See note to 411a26-b14. 
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When assessing this argument, it is again necessary to realize that 
Aristotle is implicitly ascribing a particular understanding of the like- 
like theory to his opponents. In this case, the argument requires that 
the theory holds that a sufficient condition for knowing something— 
and hence for being a soul or at least for being ensouled—is that 
something be like something else. This seems an extremely strong 
and implausible version of the theory. That said, it will at least fall to 
the proponents of the theory to restrict it in ways such that it avoids 
this obviously bad result; it will then become a further question as to 
whether the restricted versions of the theory will be strong enough 
to yield any version of the elemental theory of the soul. Hence, 
Aristotle’s argument has at least that modest clarificatory value. 


410b16—411a7: The Narrowness in Elemental and Other Views: 
Those advancing elemental views of the soul on the basis of the 
like-like theory share a defect with other early thinkers: they focus 
too narrowly on some of the soul’s functions to the indefensible 
exclusion of others. Those who try to characterize the soul in 
elemental terms because of its perceiving or knowing ignore plants, 
which are alive but do neither; and those who focus on the produc- 
tion of motion ignore not only plants but stationary animals. In 
mentioning stationary animals elsewhere, including shellfish and sea 
nettles, Aristotle draws upon his expertise in marine biology. He 
thinks, in fact, that there are no stationary land animals (Hist. An. 
487b6-8). Be that as it may, Aristotle shows in this section again 
that he himself makes life co-extensive with being ensouled (412413, 
413a2I, 423a20-6; cf. Gen. An. 736b13; Part. An. 681a12). Since 
plants no less than animals are ensouled (413a25-31, 43425-30), 
and since they too are made of elements, the elemental theory of 
soul, as motivated by the like-like theory, yields perverse results. 

In closing, Aristotle faults the authors of some Orphic poems 
(which his language suggests he regards as possibly spurious) on 
similar grounds, noting that they fancifully introduce soul as 
breath borne upon the winds to the bodies of the living. Yet 
neither plants nor, he thought, fish breathe (42143; cf. De Resp. 
480b12-20; Hist. An. viii 2). 


411a7—23: Against Treating the Soul as Inherent in the Elements: 
Aristotle has rejected as extensionally inadequate any view which 
treats the elements as themselves ensouled on the grounds that a 
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kind of panzoism would result: everything would be alive (see 
note to 410b7-15). Aristotle now revisits the question, again 
considering those willing to affirm modus ponens to his modus 
tollens: perhaps everything is alive. Aristotle notes, though only 
tentatively, that Thales may be credited with such a view, along 
with anyone who builds the soul into the elemental fabric of the 
universe. (Aristotle’s treatment of Thales suggests that he may be 
wondering whether some earlier thinkers had only unwittingly 
committed themselves to the view that the soul, the animating 
principle of life, was present in the elements.) Aristotle’s response 
comes in two discrete phases, the first direct (411a8-16) and the 
second indirect, involving the deployment of some technical fea- 
tures of his own theory of mixture (411a16—23). 

The first phase pushes a dilemma with repugnant consequences 
for panzoists: either the air and every other element is alive or 
such elements, though ensouled, fail to be animals. Although 
strictly Aristotle’s point should concern not animals but all living 
things, including plants, for the reason he has himself insisted 
upon (see note to 410b16—411a2), his observation easily general- 
izes. If, e.g., the air is ensouled, then either it is alive or some 
ensouled things are not living. Aristotle’s way of setting the 
dilemma involves him in asking why the soul should emerge 
only in elemental mixtures of the sort we find in animals, perhaps 
because he once again understands panzoism to be a non-starter: 
some things are alive and others are not. Importantly, his way of 
structuring the dilemma suggests that he wants his opponents to 
appreciate that it is not open to them to look to life as an 
emergent property of some sort, since, as characterized, they 
have treated the soul as inherent in the elements of the universe 
from the outset. 

The second phase of Aristotle’s argument is more complicated 
than the first. He imagines his opponents arguing to the conclu- 
sion that the soul is inherent in the elements from the premise that 
the whole universe is one in kind with its parts. Aristotle thus 
treats them as arguing: (i) the universe is homoeomerous; (ii) the 
animal draws the soul in from the universe; hence, (iii) the soul is 
either (a) homoeomerous (because altogether drawn in) or (b) 
anhomoeomerous (because only partly drawn in). 

In this passage, Aristotle is relying on his own theory of mix- 
ture. He believes that some things are homoeomerous, that is, 
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that there are stuffs whose every part is an instance of the stuff, 
mixtures in which the mixed elements surrender their individual 
properties to the features of the whole. An example of a hom- 
oeomerous mixture for Aristotle is bronze: when mixing copper 
and tin into bronze, every part of the resulting mixture, the 
bronze, is itself bronze. The tin and copper are no longer discern- 
ible as tin or as copper in the bronze. A more contemporary 
example of this sort of surrendering might be sodium chloride: 
although we do not suppose that every part of salt is salt, we do 
think that chloride surrenders some of its features, e.g. its toxicity, 
when combined with sodium. In contrast to the homoeomerous is 
the anhomoeomerous: these are entities whose parts are not 
instances of the whole. A hand is anhomoeomerous, because 
a knuckle is not itself a hand. Aristotle thinks that animals 
are made of both the homoeomerous (blood, bone) and the 
anhomoeomerous (hands, gills). (See note to 408a5-18; cf. Gen. 
et Cor. 314a18—20, 321b16—-19, 328a10—12, b22; Metr. 389b23-8.) 

In the present context, if the elements are to be regarded as 
living on the basis of an inference from a premise treating the 
universe as homoeomerous, then one of two possibilities accrues. 
Either (a) what comes in from the universe does not exhaust the 
soul, in which case it is either anhomoeomerous and so not 
composed strictly of an element (air) presumed to have life built 
into it, or (b) what comes in does exhaust the soul and it is 
homoeomerous. Aristotle does not explain what is wrong with 
the second alternative, but he is probably assuming that not every 
part of the soul exhibits the same features as the whole, as every 
part of bronze does. The nutritive soul, for instance, is not 
rational. That this is Aristotle’s concern gains some credence 
from the fact that the chapter now gives way to more speculative 
questions pertaining to the mereology of the soul. 


411a24—b14: The Unity of the Soul; the Soul’s Role in Unifying the 
Body: Aristotle has now finished his criticisms of the two main 
theories of soul handed down to him (411a24-6 serves to punc- 
tuate the discussion thus far). Although he has been critical of his 
predecessors, sometimes harshly, Aristotle nonetheless agrees 
with them regarding many of the general features they have 
wanted to ascribe to the soul. Although it does not know or 
perceive because of the presence of the elements, the soul does, 
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nonetheless, know and perceive; and although it cannot be moved 
in itself (see note to 408a29-b18), changes and motions of all 
kinds come about in an animal because of the soul. 

Evidently because his various criticisms of elemental theories 
conclude with some considerations of the soul’s own internal 
nature, including the question of whether it is to be regarded 
as homoeomerous or not (see note to 411a7-23), Aristotle 
turns in the last sections of the chapter to some worries 
about: (i) the soul’s internal unity; and (ii) the soul’s role in 
unifying the body. 

Although provoked to ask a series of questions pertaining to 
the soul’s internal unity at 411a26—b7 by a consideration of 
the views of his predecessors, it seems plain that the questions 
apply equally to Aristotle himself and that he recognizes that this 
is so. Thus, for example, he remains tentative on the question of 
whether the soul has parts even at 413a5, when advancing his own 
contention that the soul is inseparable from the body. 

Aristotle notes that his predecessors have been inclined to 
partition the soul: “To be sure, some say that the soul has parts 
and that reasoning is by means of one part and desiring by means 
of another’ (411b5—7). Here again, though, he contents himself 
with an anonymous ascription. Aristotle’s targets presumably 
include Plato (Rep. 434a-444b; Tim. 69c), though he may also 
simply have popular opinion in mind. In the present passage, he 
mentions just two parts of the soul, one for thinking and one for 
desiring, whereas Plato argues for three in Republic iv. (For 
Aristotle’s own bipartite division of the soul, one evidently rooted 
in some common conceptions, see EN 1102a26—1103a10). 

When assaying the unity of the soul, Aristotle asks two related 
questions, each with significant consequences for his own view. 
First, if the soul naturally has parts, what unifies it? Second, if the 
soul has parts, are the parts such that each of them unifies a 
different part of the body? 

Regarding the first question, Aristotle contends immediately 
that the soul cannot be unified by the body. It is rather the case, he 
claims, that it is the soul which unifies the body (411b7-8). 
Further, if we are to look to something beyond the soul itself 
for its principle of unity, then either we arrive at an external 
principle of unification up to the task, which, being other than the 
body, will probably be itself a soul, in which case we may as well 
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have stopped at the soul itself, or we move, unsatisfactorily, into 
an infinite hierarchy of souls. Thus, his argument: 


(1) If the soul has parts, then it is unified either by: (a) the 
body; (b) a principle external to it which causes it to be 
unified; or (c) in virtue of itself. 

(2) Not (1a): it is not possible for the body to unify the soul, 
since it is rather the soul which unifies the body. 

(3) If (1b), then that external principle will presumably be itself 
a soul, soul,, which is: (i) multi-parted or (ii) without parts. 

(4) If it is without parts, then it seems otiose to posit a second 
soul, soul,, and we should simply accept the original soul, 
soul,, as without parts. 

(5) If it is multi-parted, then there will need to be yet another 
principle, soul,, which unifies soul,. 

(6) Either this process goes on into infinity, which is impos- 
sible, or we assume that some soul along the way is unified 
by being partless, in which case (as contended in premise 
(4)), we should simply accept the original soul as the one 
without parts. 

(7) So, not (1b). 

(8) Hence, (1c): if the soul has parts, then it is nonetheless 
unified in virtue of its own nature. 


This is a rich and important argument, one which evidently draws 
upon the discussion of form and unity in Metaphysics Z 17 and 
H 6, or at any rate upon the sorts of considerations standing 
behind those discussions. (See especially Met. 1041a33-b33 and 
1045a22—-bI7). 

One key premise is (2), the claim that it is not possible for the 
body to unify the soul. Aristotle does not argue for this claim. 
Presumably he is relying on the sort of argument he advances at 
Metaphysics Z 17 1041b1 1-28: (i) the existence of the parts of the 
body is compatible with the non-existence of the soul; (ii) hence, 
the body, considered as an aggregate of its parts, cannot explain 
the unity of the soul. When my bodily parts are scattered across 
an expanse of space, they no longer form a body. What makes 
them a single body in the first instance, thinks Aristotle, is rather 
that they subserve a single end in common. He may also have in 
view a point made elsewhere in De Anima, at 416a6-9, to the 
effect that the elements earth and fire have naturally opposing 
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motions, with the result that when they form a unified body, 
something must hold them together. 

In any event, the conclusion of the argument as stated leaves 
unresolved the question of how the soul might have distinct 
capacities and yet be unified in its own nature, such that it can 
unify the elements of the body. Aristotle proposes a solution at 
414b28-415a14, which should be read in conjunction with the 
present primarily aporetic passage, as should 416a6-9. 


411b14-19: The Parts of the Soul and the Parts of the Body; 
Reason: Suppose it is granted that the soul unifies the body. 
A question then arises as to whether the individual parts of the 
soul (where parts are now broadly taken to include capacities) 
unify individual parts of the body. Does the perceptual faculty 
unify just those parts of the body associated with perception, 
while the nutritive unifies the organs employed in nutrition and 
generation? Precisely which organs are those? In Generation and 
Corruption I 5, Aristotle argues that the whole body grows sim- 
ultaneously when it absorbs nutrition; so, in that sense, the entire 
body is in any case immediately implicated in the activities of the 
nutritive soul. The body thus considered, however, is already 
conceived as enformed, so that judgements about growth impli- 
citly appeal to the formal cause of an organism (Gen. et Cor. 
321b18-28). Thus, even the most basic life capacity involves the 
entire body, as individuated by the entire form or soul. 

Further, Aristotle claims, it is difficult to fathom what bit of the 
body reason (nous) might be thought to hold together. The stri- 
dency of his language suggests that he thinks that reason cannot 
have an organ, not merely that it happens not to have one, that he 
has arrived at this judgement on the basis of an impoverished 
empirical judgement of some sort. In fact, Aristotle has already 
introduced reason as exceptional among the faculties of soul (see 
note to 408b18—29), and will produce an argument for its excep- 
tional status in De Anima III 4. See especially 429a6-7, with note. 


411b19-30: The Divisibility of Some Plants and Animals: Aris- 
totle has already appealed to the phenomena of simple animal 
bisection (409a9), as he in fact often does for a variety of allied 
purposes (411b19, 413b16; cf. Met. 1o40b10-13; Parva Nat. 
467a18, 468425, 479a3; Part. An. 68245, b30; Gen. An. 731a21). 
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Here the discussion is motivated by the question of whether 
distinct parts of the soul unify distinct bits of the body. The fact 
of bisection provides evidence that the whole soul, with all of its 
capacities, is present in each part of the body. An earthworm 
when divided continues not only to take on nutrition but to 
perceive as well. This suggests that each of the faculties is present 
in each of the divided parts. 

The interpretation of this section is complicated by some diffi- 
culties in the text, the transmission of which is at this juncture 
inconsistent and garbled. Of special difficulty is the phrase: ‘and 
with the entire soul inasmuch as it is not divisible’ (411b27). One 
crucial difficulty pertains to the ‘not’ (ou; 411b27), which is 
present in none of our best manuscripts. The alternative transla- 
tion would be, then: ‘and with the entire soul inasmuch as it is 
divisible’. The translation preferred reflects a textual reconstruc- 
tion which has Aristotle arguing that each of the two souls present 
in bisected insects or other simple animals is the same in form as 
the other (each is, for example, an earthworm soul) and with the 
whole soul, of which each is an instance. Each individual soul is a 
complete and indivisible soul, as a complete instance of the kind 
of soul in question: there is no half earthworm soul. Further, each 
individual earthworm soul carries with it all the capacities of its 
kind, since the faculties cannot be detached from one another (cf. 
413bI-I10, 12-b19). This way of understanding Aristotle’s point 
makes sense in the current context, because he is wondering both 
about the internal unity of the soul and the whole soul’s role in 
unifying the body. 

This interpretation, if correct, makes the argument at 411a26- 
b14 still more consequential. Given that the body, considered as 
an aggregate of parts, is not a unity, some non-aggregative prin- 
ciple must serve to unify it; unless that principle is itself an 
intrinsic unity, any question of unity, either synchronic or dia- 
chronic, is merely postponed to yet another principle capable of 
doing the job of unifying. So, the eventual principle must itself be 
a unity capable, ultimately, of unifying the body. For living 
beings, contends Aristotle, that principle is simply the soul, and 
not some principle external to the soul. This contention, he now 
suggests, finds some modest confirmation in the observed phe- 
nomena of bisection. 


164. 


BOOK II 
CHAPTER 1 


Introduction to II 1 

Aristotle now offers his own positive account of the soul. In view 
both of the richness of the hylomorphic theory it presupposes and 
the problems immediately attendant upon Aristotle’s deployment 
of that theory in the arena of soul-body relations, this first chapter 
has generated much discussion. For the primary commitments of 
Aristotle’s psychological hylomorphism, see the General Introduc- 
tion § III.A. 

De Anima II 1 highlights primarily two implications of hylo- 
morphism, that (i) it is not necessary to ask whether the soul and 
the body are one (412b6-9); and (ii) the soul is not separable from 
the body (413a4-6). The final meaning of these implications has 
been disputed. To begin with, the second claim admits of non- 
equivalent interpretations in line with Aristotle’s varying charac- 
terizations of separation (chériston; see Introduction to DA I 1 for 
a brief orientation to these types). Moreover, the arguments 
immediately leading up to these claims, which might be expected 
to help explicate Aristotle’s intended meaning in the current 
context, are not always perfectly perspicuous. 

A second dominant source of interest in the chapter has derived 
from a controversy surrounding Aristotle’s contention that a 
body which has lost its soul is only homonymously (homdénumés) 
a body. As Ackrill (1972) has noted quite forcefully, this claim 
evidently entails that a body is a body only when ensouled. 
Briefly, this consequence seems to upset the very terms of the 
hylomorphism within which Aristotle’s entire theory is adum- 
brated: if the wax is the matter of a candle, and the shape its 
form, then the wax is only contingently the matter of a candle, 
precisely because the same wax could sustain a different form and 
so serve as the matter of something other than a candle, for 
instance a figurine. If, by contrast, a body is a body only when 
ensouled, then the body is necessarily, and not contingently, 
ensouled. Consequently, it appears that the body, as the matter 
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of the form, both is and is not necessarily enformed by the soul. 
This appears a straightforward contradiction at the heart of 
Aristotle’s theory, one generated by his application of the meta- 
physical apparatus of hylomorphism to the special case of soul- 
body relations. (For a fuller statement of this problem, together 
with some lines of response, see the General Introduction § III.B). 


412a1-6: Making a Fresh Start: After recounting and consid- 
ering the relevant phenomena (phainomena) and credible opinions 
(endoxa), Aristotle occasionally announces the need for a fresh 
start to the inquiry at hand (cf. Met. 1041a6-7; EN 1117a13-14; 
EE 1218b31-2). When he does so, he does not mean that he will 
now ignore the discussions which have come before, but rather 
signals that he will proceed to his preferred account, having 
derived such value as there may be in the approaches of his 
predecessors (cf. 403b20—5). Nor does he mean to set aside his 
own preliminary reflections, as they have emerged in his presen- 
tation of the phainomena and endoxa. In this connection, it is 
worth revisiting the notes to 402a7—Io and 402a23-b8 in order to 
recall the sorts of questions about the soul Aristotle had said he 
would like to see answered. 

When he now says that he wishes to determine what the soul 
is by way of specifying its most common account (412a4-6), 
Aristotle attends fairly closely to the problems as he posed them 
in 402a23-b8. 

See also note to 413a1 1-20, where Aristotle makes a different 
sort of fresh start, concerning the soul as a principle of life. 


412a6—11: Answering the Categorial Question about Soul: When 
setting out the dominant issues to be addressed regarding the 
soul, Aristotle had contended that the first order of business 
would be to determine the soul’s appropriate ontological category 
(402a23-b1). Here he follows the course he recommends by offer- 
ing the judgement that the soul is a substance (ousia). Although he 
only now articulates this conclusion, it seems already to have 
undergirded his rejection of the attunement theory in DA I 4 
(see esp. note to 407b32-408a5). An attunement of the body 
seems to be a quality or attribute of the body; the soul is, by 
contrast, not a mere attribute of the body, but a substance in its 
own right. This is an especially significant result, since one might 
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be tempted to think of the soul as a form of the body falling into 
the category of quality (poion), just as, in Aristotle’s terms, the 
proponents of the attunement were inclined to do. 

The sentence running from 412a6-9 finds Aristotle drawing 
crucially on his general metaphysical hylomorphism, but is 
expressed in extremely compact terms: ‘We say that among the 
things that exist one kind is substance, and that one sort is 
substance as matter, which is not in its own right some this; 
another is shape and form, in accordance with which it is already 
called some this; and the third is what comes from these.’ This 
translation is necessarily a bit expansive, and reflects two 
unavoidable interpretive decisions. First, Aristotle does not say 
that matter is a ‘sort’ of substance, but only that matter, along 
with form and compound, in some sense ‘belongs to substance’ or 
‘belongs [to the category of] substance’ (literally ‘to this’ or ‘of 
this’, tautés in 402a7, the antecedent of which is ousia, or sub- 
stance in 40246). Other possible expansions would be that matter 
is: ‘one aspect of substance’ or ‘one type of substance’ or even 
‘one part of [of the category of] substance’. The translation 
reflects the thought that Aristotle’s hylomorphism recognizes 
three sorts or grades of substance. (On Aristotle’s metaphysical 
hylomorphism, see the General Introduction § II.) 

The second point of translation pertains to the phrase ‘in 
accordance with which it is already called some this’ (kath’ hên 
édé legetai tode ti, 412a8—-9). A parallelism in Greek is obscured 
in this rendering, since Aristotle has just said that matter is not 
‘in its own right some this’ (kath’ hauto; 412a6), and now says 
that form is that ‘in accordance with which’ (kath’ hên) ‘it’ is 
called some this. Nothing in the Greek corresponds to ‘it’. 
Aristotle thus might be making the point that matter is called 
some this (tode ti) because of the presence of form, or rather, 
more generally, that form is that ‘in accordance with which 
something is already called some this’. The translation may 
tend to favour the first of these alternatives, but is meant to 
be as neutral as possible, and in any event not to exclude the 
second possibility. Taken in this second way, Aristotle is say- 
ing that matter is not some this, and that form is that whose 
presence makes anything at all some this—some particular 
thing. The second alternative is compatible with matter’s 
never qualifying as a particular thing. 
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Abstracting from those finer points slightly, Aristotle here 
distinguishes three ways of thinking about substance: as matter 
(Aulé), which is not some this (tode ti); as form (eidos or morphé), 
in terms of which something qualifies as some this; and as the 
compound (to ex toutôn) of form and matter (412a6-9; cf. ‘of 
both’, ex amphoin at 414a16). 

Given the confidence of his assertion a few lines later that 
‘It is necessary, then, that the soul is a substance as the form 
of a natural body which has life in potentiality’ (¢412a19—-20), 
Aristotle seems already at the start of the chapter completely 
settled about his determination of the soul’s ontological cat- 
egory: it is a substance (ousia). His categorial question in this 
passage thus becomes effectively a disjunctive syllogism whose 
conclusion will identify the preferred alternative among the three 
ways of thinking about substance specified: is the soul a substance 
(ousia) as matter, form, or compound? There is, to emphasize the 
point, no argument in this passage for the general conclusion that 
the soul is a substance—which is precisely what one might like to 
see in view of Aristotle’s rejection of the theory that the soul is an 
attunement (see notes to 407b32—408a5 and 408a23-8). 

In posing the question effectively as a disjunctive syllogism, 
Aristotle accepts as settled doctrine the account of substance 
developed in Metaphysics Z-®. Unfortunately, since the final 
purport of that account is heavily disputed, it is not possible 
simply to recapitulate its principal findings. Nonetheless, in the 
present context, it appears that Aristotle approves of just these 
three different candidates for the title of substance—matter, form, 
and compound—and wishes to know which sort of substance 
among these the soul is. In his comprehensive treatment of sub- 
stance (ousia) in the Metaphysics, Aristotle canvasses all manner 
of candidates, many promulgated by his predecessors but some 
proposed by Aristotle himself: the substratum (hupokeimenon), 
the essence (to ti én einai), the four elements of earth, air, fire and 
water, numbers, points, inter alia (for one preliminary list of can- 
didates, see Met. Z 2). 

The further question of whether the soul is a potentiality (du- 
namis), as matter is, or an actuality (entelecheia), as form is, will 
weigh heavily in his final determination. For the two senses of 
actuality to which Aristotle alludes here, see note to 412a21-7. 
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412a1 1-21: Soul is Substance as Form: These lines provide the 
core statement of Aristotle’s soul-body hylomorphism: soul and 
body are related as form and matter. 

The passage contains two mutually supporting arguments for 
a preliminary conclusion, stated at 412a17, that the soul is not a 
(or perhaps is not the) body. Although neither argument is com- 
pletely clear, because each is compressed, each makes some pro- 
gress towards Aristotle’s contention that the soul and body are 
not the same. He notes first that natural bodies top the list of 
candidates for substance, especially those having life. His implied 
contrast is not between the living and the dead, but between the 
living and the inanimate, not, that is, between a living body anda 
corpse, but rather between a living being and an element or an 
artefact. Cf. Met. 1028b8, 1042a3-31. 

Despite its intimate connection to a living body, the soul is not 
to be identified with either an animate or an inanimate body. The 
first argument is direct and simple: 


(1) Every natural substance having life is a composite. 

(2) The soul is not a composite. 

(3) Hence, the soul is not a substance as a natural body having 
life. 


Further, Aristotle immediately adds a second argument: 


(1) A body is not among those things belonging to a subject, 
but is rather itself a subject, as matter. 

(2) The soul, by contrast, belongs to a subject. 

(3) Hence, the soul is not a body. 


Stating the arguments thus is controversial, since in the first 
instance, many commentators find only one argument in these 
lines. If read in that way, however, Aristotle’s reasoning will fall 
short of establishing what he next concludes, that soul is sub- 
stance as form (412a19-20). In order to reach that conclusion, he 
must understand himself to have eliminated two of the three 
candidates for substance listed at 412a6—-9 (namely matter, com- 
pound, and form). The first argument eliminates the compound, 
and the second, the matter. 

That allowed, there is, of course, a further question as to why 
one must accept the second premise of either of these arguments 
(that the soul is not a compound; that the soul belongs to a 
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subject). At a minimum, in the second argument, Aristotle needs 
to show why the soul belongs to a subject in a manner in which 
the body does not. Further, in at least one sense of ‘belonging’ 
both the soul and body belong to the compound, which is surely a 
subject; so, one would further need to specify the sense in which 
the one does and the other does not belong, and indeed to specify 
which subjects we have in view in making this appeal. A similar 
train of reasoning emerges in the next chapter at 414a13-27, with 
which this present passage is usefully compared. 

An alternative interpretation understands Aristotle to be denying 
that the soul is a compound by denying that it is any sort of body at 
all, with the result that it has no intrinsic material properties in its 
own right, as the compound of form and matter does. Here one may 
usefully consult Met. 1001b29, 1029a10-27, 1088a17-21. 

Whatever his route, however, Aristotle concludes that the soul 
is a substance (ousia) as the form (eidos) of a natural body having 
life in potentiality (dunamis) (412a19-21). What, though, does it 
add to Aristotle’s account that the soul be the form of a body 
which has life in potentiality? This might seem trivially the case, 
since the soul, as a principle of life, will not be the form of a body 
which cannot support life. Presumably, Aristotle’s contention is 
more than just that the soul is the form of a body which is possibly 
alive. Rather—if by ‘possibly’ we are meaning abstract metaphys- 
ical possibility in a broad sense—he means a good deal more. 
Instead, he means that not every body is appropriately arrayed to 
be a living body—a point which not everyone has found trivial or 
even true. This was after all the reason Aristotle had found wanting 
in the Pythagorean view of metempsychosis; that view pretends 
that just any old body can sustain just any old form of life, without 
reference to the particular physical structures required to realize 
particular life activities (on Aristotle’s attitude towards the short- 
comings of such views, see note to 407b14-26). The presence of a 
soul will not turn a paper clip into a perceiver; or, looked at from 
the other side, no paper clip will have a soul, because paper clips 
lack the organs requisite for life, and so are not potentially alive, or 
alive in dunamei. This is a consequence Aristotle reaffirms at 
412b15-17. Cf. De Interp. 23a3; Met. 1045a7—b23, 1075634. 


412a21-27: Types of Actuality: Since soul is substance (ousia) 
as form, and form is substance as actuality (entelecheia), the soul 
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is the actuality of an appropriate sort of body. Aristotle notes, 
however, that actuality is spoken of in two ways, or as his illus- 
tration suggests, as coming in two grades. Although humans, as 
rational beings, have the ability to learn set theory, only some do. 
Someone who has learnt and mastered elementary set theory 
knows the paradox generated by the Russell set, and so has actual- 
ized her capacity to know in that respect. We mark a further 
difference, however, when we say that the one who knows the 
paradox is now actually contemplating it. Even while sleeping, 
the student of set theory is one of the people who know the 
paradox, even though she is not just then actually contemplating 
it. Aristotle suggests, though does not state explicitly, that mere 
knowing is a first actuality, whereas actively contemplating is a 
second actuality. Cf. 417a22-9, Phys. 255a33, Met. 1050a21-3. 
Having marked that distinction, Aristotle contends that the 
soul is a first actuality of a body of an appropriate sort. This 
may seem initially to have the odd consequence that someone 
could have a soul without actually living, as one can have know- 
ledge without actually using it. Indeed, there has long been a 
controversy about the best way to interpret and apply Aristotle’s 
contention here (see, e.g., Ackrill (1972-3), Whiting (1992), 
Hiibner (1999), Burnyeat (2002)). Minimally, of course, it must 
be allowed that necessarily if x has a soul, then x is alive. It does 
not follow immediately, however, that if x is alive at time ¢ that at 
tx is currently actually (= second actuality) engaging in some one 
of life’s characteristic functions, i.e. digesting, or reproducing, or 
perceiving, or knowing (cf. 412a14-15, 415b28). To insist that 
whatever is actually ensouled is actually (= second actuality) 
living, is simply to insist without argument that the distinction 
introduced here collapses or is otherwise incoherent. Aristotle is 
not constrained to accept either of these conclusions. (For a 
sustained, sophisticated treatment of these issues, see Hiibner 


(1999).) 


412a28—412b4: The Relevant Body is Organic: The word 
organic (organikon), formed as an adjective from the noun orga- 
non (organ, or tool) is used by Aristotle in a technical sense. Many 
commentators understand him to mean that the sort of body 
appropriately arrayed for life is one which is equipped with 
organs capable of implementing life functions. On this approach, 
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nothing will see, for example, unless it has the requisite organs, 
that is, unless it has equipment dedicated to the task of light 
detection. From this perspective, Aristotle’s contention derives 
ultimately from his overarching teleology, reflecting his judgement 
that “every organ is for the sake of something’ (Part. An. 645b14), 
and further coheres with the observation made in DA [3 that bodies 
and souls must be suited to one another (see note to 407b14-26). 

This understanding seems correct, as far as it goes. Probably, 
however, Aristotle’s intended meaning is more technical and still 
more enmeshed in his teleology. As Everson (1997: 64) observed, 
Aristotle probably means that the body itself, as a whole, is an 
organ of the soul, as a whole. Thus, something qualifies as an 
organic body just in case it is such as to be used by the soul for its 
ends. This extension of our understanding of what is involved in 
being organikon has two advantages. First, it coheres with—and 
helps to explain—Aristotle’s straightforward contention that 
every natural body is the organ of a soul (412b15; cf. Part. An. 
642a11; Pol. 1254a34; EN 1161a35-b6). Second, it also moves 
some way towards helping to explicate Aristotle’s contention 
that a body which has lost, or cast off (apobeblékos), its soul 
is not a body except homonymously, on which, see note to 
412bI0—413a3. 

It should be noted that these two interpretations of ‘organikon’ 
need not be taken as competitors, although they are sometimes 
presented that way. If Aristotle speaks of the whole body as ‘organ- 
ikon’ because it is a tool of the soul, he might reasonably also mean 
that organic bodies, like tools suited to performing various tasks, 
will have parts suited to performing those tasks. (A kitchen blender 
comprises tools for chopping and mixing.) In the case of living 
bodies, those parts will include what we ourselves, quite reasonably 
from an Aristotelian perspective, call ‘organs’. 

This compatibility explains why Aristotle is able to move dir- 
ectly to talking about the parts of plants as suitable organs analo- 
gous to the organs of animal bodies. Aristotle’s point about plants 
serves to remind the reader that all living things have souls (cf. 
413b5-7, 415a23-5, 416a19) and that in all ensouled beings we find 
parts suited to the tasks associated with life. (Aristotle elsewhere 
calls such parts or features ‘life-supporting’ or ‘fit for life’ (zdtikos), 
Gen. An. 761427.) Where the tasks of plants are the same as they 
are in humans, as in the case of nutrition, we find it easy to speak of 
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the appropriate plant parts as analogous to the parts of animals 
because of sameness of the functional role played. This is the sense 
in which plants have ‘mouths’. Cf. Part. An. 655637-656a3, 
686b32-687a1. 


412b4-9: The Common Account of Soul and its First Significant 
Implication: | The common account of soul requested at 402a23- 
b8 and promised at 412a4—6 is now stated, using the terms articu- 
lated to this point in the chapter: the soul is the first actuality of a 
natural organic body. This provides a compact formula of what has 
so far been established, but adds nothing new. 

What is new, and surprising, is Aristotle’s immediate inference 
from the common account of soul. He concludes directly that 
given such an analysis, it is not necessary to inquire into the 
matter of whether the soul and body are one (412b6-9). In an 
alternative translation, often preferred, but less well grounded in 
Aristotle’s Greek, the inference is turned into an admonition: ‘it is 
necessary not to ask whether soul and body are one’, as though 
doing so already betrayed a confusion on the part of the one 
asking. (Various translations are collected and compared in 
Shields (1999: 156 n.1).) Aristotle might, in principle, offer such 
an admonition if he thought it obvious on hylomorphic grounds 
that the soul and body are identical. Yet he has in this very chapter 
argued that the soul and body are not identical (see note to 
412a1 1-21). More generally, the wax and its shape are not identical 
with one another, since, as Aristotle himself rightly notes in Meta- 
physics Z 17 (1041b1 1-25; cf. Gen. et. Cor. 322a4-16), a form can 
sustain a change in the matter, and, at least in non-organic bodies, 
the matter can outlast the form (see note to 412b10—-413a3). So, 
he evidently cannot be thinking that it is necessary not to ask this 
question (or indeed even that it is not necessary to ask it) because 
its answer is so blindingly obvious, viz. that soul and body are 
identical. 

On the translation preferred in the text (‘For this reason it is also 
unnecessary to ask whether the soul and body are one’; 412b6), 
what Aristotle actually says is less strident and more complicated 
than the alternative translation suggests. Given this translation, the 
question of the soul’s oneness with the body simply becomes less 
pressing than it might otherwise have been, because hylomorphism 
removes one motivation for wishing to pose this question in the 
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first place. One can begin to see why by examining the rather 
truncated argument offered for this conclusion. 

The argument of the passage, however, drawing as it does upon 
features of Aristotle’s metaphysics, is more complicated than 
sometimes assumed. This becomes clear when we reflect upon 
the reason Aristotle actually supplies for his contention that it is 
not necessary to ask whether the soul and body are one: ‘For 
while one and being are spoken of in several ways, what is 
properly so spoken of is the actuality (entelecheia)’ (412b8-9). 
This grounding appeals to Aristotle’s apparatus of mulitvocity or 
homonymy, and in particular to his suggestion that when a 
concept is multiplicitous, it may have a ‘most proper’ (to kurids) 
or ‘controlling’ core sense or core concept. (For an introduction 
to multiplicity and homonymy, see Shields (2007: Ch. 3 § 6); fora 
fuller treatment, see Shields (1999). 

As this technical machinery is deployed in the current passage, 
we find Aristotle explicitly stating only a single premise on behalf 
of his ultimate conclusion: 


P-1: Actuality (entelecheia) is the controlling sense of unity. 
C: It is not necessary to ask whether the soul and body are one. 


The challenge for interpreters of the passage is thus to determine 
what bridge premise or premises Aristotle may be presuming. 
One natural thought, adopted by, among others, Guthrie (1981: 
284 n.3: ‘The entelechy is here the concrete object at its highest 
stage.’) is: 


P-2*: The concrete object (viz. the form-matter compound) is 
an actuality (entelecheia); and, if so, (C). 


This would yield a valid argument, but fails to come to terms with 
the plain fact that in the present chapter Aristotle refers to the soul 
as the actuality four times (412a9-II, a19-22, a27-9, b4-5). 
Presumably, then, the better alternative reconstruction will be: 


P-2**: The soul is an actuality (entelecheia); and, if so, (C). 


On this approach, equally valid, of course, the soul is prior to the 
body, and indeed makes it the case that the body qualifies as a 
unified entity in the first instance. He is claiming, that is, that the 
soul unifies the body, a point he had already emphasized in De 
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Anima I (411b6-10; see note to 411a26—-b14). If that is correct, 
then in the present passage, he is offering the judgement that such 
unity as the body has is already parasitic on the presence of its 
soul—in which case asking whether they are one is rendered 
unnecessary. The question in fact will have a false presupposition, 
namely that there are two independently specifiable entities about 
whose associations with one another we might wonder. Aris- 
totle’s point is not, then, that they are the same. He offers, rather, 
a much more nuanced view, namely that the identity conditions 
of the one, the body, are parasitic on the identity conditions of the 
other, the soul. See Shields (2009) for an analysis of Aristotle’s 
inference in this passage, together with discussions of several 
alternative approaches. 

If this is correct, then, Aristotle appears to be suggesting that 
one might have wanted to pose a question of soul-body unity for a 
specific reason: to determine, for instance, whether the soul can 
exist without the body, as Plato had argued at length that it could 
in the Phaedo—and as perhaps did the youthful Aristotle himself 
in the dialogue, Eudemus (Them. Comm. in DA 106a29-107.4, 
Elias, Comm. in Cat. 114.25-115.3). Once it is seen that hylo- 
morphism distinguishes the soul from the body, even while 
requiring that the soul be realized by a body of an appropriate 
sort, which body is in turn parasitic for its identity conditions on 
that soul, then the question of oneness becomes largely idle—at 
least relative to its Platonic motive. Looked at this way, Aris- 
totle’s point is that on hylomorphic principles, one has no more 
reason to inquire into the question of whether soul and body are 
one than one has to inquire into the question of whether the wax 
and its shape are one. No one is motivated to ask the latter 
question, because no one supposes that hylomophism provides 
any impetus to wonder whether the shape of a candle is capable of 
existing separately from the wax whose shape it is. 

If something along these lines is correct, then the two main 
implications of hylomorphism drawn by Aristotle in this chapter 
are importantly connected. On the second implication, that the 
soul is not separable from the body, and its connection to this first 
inference, see note to 413a3-7 below. 


412b10—413a3: Soul Functions, Activities, and Homonymy: 
Aristotle repeats that the soul is a substance (ousia), where the 
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sort of substance is the one ‘corresponding to the account (kata 
logon, 412b10-11)’, viz. the form. Aristotle has not used just this 
formulation of the sort of substance the soul has been understood 
to be, though his meaning is clear. Below he says more directly 
that the soul is a Jogos, translated as: ‘For the soul is not the 
essence and organization (logos) of this sort of body’ Here, as 
elsewhere, it is not easy to capture Aristotle’s use of the word 
logos with a single word in English. As discussed in the note to 
403a3-27, sometimes it is semantic, having to do with meaning or 
sense, and other times, as here, it is rather ontological, and is 
interchangeable with eidos, or form. Cf. 414a9, 424a24; Met. 
1006bI, 1030a7, 1044b12, 1058b19; Phys. 209a21; see also the 
glossary entry logos. 

Aristotle’s reliance on artefacts in this passage to illustrate his 
broadly functional conception of soul is in some ways illuminat- 
ing, but in other ways puzzling. The comparison is initially help- 
ful, given the threefold schema upon which he relies. The being of 
an axe (to pelekei einai), its essence (to ti én einai), is cutting—an 
axe, that is, is essentially a tool for cutting. Aristotle reasonably 
infers on this basis that if an axe lost its ability to cut, it would 
not be an axe at all, or, rather, would be an axe only homony- 
mously. In introducing this point about homonymy, Aristotle 
means at a minimum that if an instrument x of kind F were 
incapable of performing the defining function of Fs, x would 
cease to be an F—except, as the illustration in 412b20-1 contends, 
in the sense that an eye in a painting or a statue is an eye. Since 
they do not see, we may reasonably say that such ‘eyes’ are not 
real eyes at all. 

In relying on this sort of illustration, Aristotle takes it for 
granted that eyes and axes admit of functional specifications. 
One reason for his doing so is that he is relying on his general 
approach to kind individuation, which involves a functional deter- 
mination thesis. He states directly, for example, that ‘all things are 
defined by their function’ (Meteor. 390a10-15; cf. Gen. An. 
734b24-31; Pol. 1253a19-25); and strikingly, when he offers 
this general thesis of functional determination (on which, see 
Shields (1999: 31-5), Aristotle regularly draws out its implica- 
tions regarding the homonymy of entities which have the outward 
appearance of Fs without being, in fact, Fs. This is why, without 
having the functional capacities of human beings, or of eyes, 


176 


COMMENTARY 


something which has the outward appearance of a human being, 
or of an eye, is not really a human being, or an eye—except 
homonymously. Cf. also Part. An. 641a18, 645b14. 

It is to be observed that Aristotle offers a stark statement of his 
view, which he presumably expects to be initially jarring, namely: 
‘The body which has cast off its soul is not a being which is 
potentially such as to be alive; this is rather the one which has a 
soul’ (412b25-7). Given the regimented parallel advanced in this 
section, such a body is held to be the same as an ‘axe’ which 
cannot cut or an ‘eye’ which cannot see, for example, the eye in a 
statue made of stone (412b21-2). Aristotle is not disputing that 
we will call such an ‘eye’ an ‘eye’; he is claiming that whatever we 
may call them such ‘eyes’ are in fact not eyes—except homony- 
mously. By parallel, if we call a human body which has lost its 
soul a ‘body’ or a ‘human body’, we are doing so, according to 
Aristotle, only by habit and only incorrectly; strictly speaking, 
any such is not a human body—again, except homonymously. 

If this is correct, however, an initially unattractive result accrues: 
it seems that bodies cannot be the matter of souls in a compound, 
since according to the homonymy principle, a human body which 
has lost its soul is no longer a human body, as Aristotle affirms at 
412b20-1. If that is right, then the body, unlike the matter of a 
bronze statue, is necessarily, and not contingently enformed. This 
seems to upset the very hylomorphic scheme which Aristotle is 
attempting to apply to soul-body relations in this chapter. For 
more on this problem, see the Introduction to this chapter; for a 
fuller discussion, along with possible solutions, see the General 
Introduction § III.B. Fuller discussions can also be found in Ackrill 
(1972), Shields (1993), and Frey (2007). 


413a3-7: Second Significant Implication of Hylomorphism: If 
the soul and organic body come together to yield the compound 
animal in just the way a pupil together with sight make up an eye, 
then the soul as a whole will not be separable from the body any 
more than sight is separable from an appropriately configured 
pupil. In making this determination, Aristotle answers a question 
posed in 403a3-27. There he had argued, rather strongly it now 
seems, that if there were affections peculiar (idion) to the soul, 
they would be separable, but otherwise not (see note to 403a3-27 
on questions about separation of the whole soul as distinct from 
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the separation of its parts). Here he concludes, in a way evidently 
incompatible with that earlier contention, that the soul is not 
separable, even though, he hastens to add, some parts of it may 
well yet be. He clearly has reason (nous) in view in adding this 
important rider. Eventually, in fact, he decides that reason is 
separable, though it is disputed in what way (see notes to 
429a10-14 and 429b5; cf. also 430a17 and the parallel claims of 
Gen. An. 736b21-9). 

Aristotle offers as grounds for the possible separability of some 
soul parts that they may not be the actualities of any bodily parts: 
‘For the actuality of some parts belongs to the parts [sc. of the 
body] themselves’ (413a5-6). In so speaking, he implies that since 
other parts are the actualities of bodily parts, they are not separ- 
able. He thus makes it necessary and sufficient for a psychic part’s 
being inseparable that it be the actuality of a part of the body, or, 
conversely, that a soul part x is separable iff x is not the actuality 
of any part of the body. 

Where Aristotle speaks of parts in this connection, he presum- 
ably means faculties. Thus: 


(1) A psychic faculty x is separable from the body iff the 
actuality of x is not the actuality of some part of the body. 

(2) The actuality of some psychic faculties (presumably includ- 
ing nutrition and perception) is the actualities of parts of 
the body. 

(3) So, these faculties are not separable from the body 
(413a3-5). 

Then again: 


(1) The actuality of some psychic faculties (presumably includ- 
ing reason) is not, or may not be, the actualities of any parts 
of the body. 

(2) Hence, ‘nothing hinders’ (outhen kéluei; 413a7) their being 
separable (413a6-7). 


Since Aristotle believes that it is possible that there exist actual 
beings which are the actualities of no body (Met. 1072b26-9), he 
cannot (consistently) be reasoning that a necessary condition of 
being an actuality is being the actuality of some body or other. 
Rather, he is arguing that ifthe actuality of some psychic capacity 
is also the actuality of some body, then that capacity is not 
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separable from the body. By contrast, if some psychic capacity 
does not have as its actuality the actuality of some body, then 
nothing stands in the way of its being separable. On the question 
of why Aristotle supposes that some psychic capacity might not 
have the actuality of any body as its own actuality, see note to 
419a25. 

Finally, while it is claimed here that the soul is not separable 
from the body, it is not claimed the body is separable from the 
soul; but that suggestion, given the direction of Aristotle’s con- 
tention, may nonetheless seem to lie near. Given Aristotle’s con- 
tention that a body without a soul is but homonymously a body 
(see note to 412b10-413a3), however, no such implication can 
obtain—at least not where the organic body, the body which is 
the matter of the soul, is concerned. Accordingly, for a full 
appreciation of Aristotle’s soul-body hylomorphism, it is import- 
ant to resist the tendency to read any such purport into the present 
passage: the soul cannot be separated from the body, but neither 
can the body be separated from the soul. 


413a8-10: A Surprising Coda: Given this mutual inseparability 
of soul and body, the seemingly random sentence that closes the 
chapter has occasioned a good deal of consternation among 
Aristotle’s commentators, both ancient and modern. Aristotle 
wonders aloud whether the soul bears the relation to the body 
that a sailor bears to a ship, when one might have supposed that a 
sailor at liberty, unlike the soul, can and does leave his ship. 
Among the ancient commentators, we find some unsatisfactory 
approaches to this problem. Themistius, for instance, suggests 
that the soul is both an actualization of the body and something 
separable (Paraph. de an. 43.27). Is it not the case, however, that 
Aristotle has just denied that the soul is separable from the body, 
and so has concluded that the relationship between soul and body 
is precisely not the relationship which a sailor bears to a ship? 
To Ross (1961: 214) the answer is clear: the text as we have it 
‘flatly contradicts’ all that has preceded and so requires emend- 
ation. He proposes to add ‘or’ (é) in 413a8, which would yield ‘It 
is still unclear, however, whether the soul is the actuality of the 
body or [is related to the body] in the way that a sailor is of a ship.’ 
I have not followed his emendation, translating the text as we 
have it: ‘It is still unclear, however, whether the soul is the 
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actuality of the body in the way that a sailor is of a ship.’ One 
reason for favouring the text over Ross’s proposal is that his 
emendation seems merely to postpone the problem he 
identifies—if it really is a problem. That is, if there is a flat 
contradiction between saying (i) that the soul is the actuality of 
the body and (ii) that the soul is related to the body as a sailor is to 
a ship, then nothing at all is gained by saying that ‘it is still 
unclear’ whether (i) or (ii). For (i) has been asserted in the chapter 
(412a27), and if it ‘flatly contradicts’ (ii), then it is anything but 
unclear whether (1) or (ii). 

In fact, although there clearly is some tension generated by 
some ways of understanding Aristotle’s comparison, we do not 
really have a flat contradiction here. A soul might be related to a 
body as a sailor is to a ship in several different ways, all of which 
are at least compatible with the dominant claims of the chapter. 
One fairly unlikely possibility for avoiding a contradiction would 
be that Aristotle has abruptly and without notice changed the 
topic from the separability of the soul to some other consider- 
ation, by suggesting, e.g., that it is still an open question whether 
the soul directs and steers the body as a sailor directs and steers a 
ship (cf. Phys. 254b30). This possibility, however remote, may be 
given some mild credence by a discussion below, in II 4. See note 
to 416b1 1-28. 

Another, more radical possibility would have it that Aristotle 
had not after all meant to foreclose on the question of the separ- 
ability of the soul, that he is suggesting that just as no sailor sails 
without sailing a ship, still, a sailor may leave the ship when not 
sailing. See, e.g., Bos (2003) for this more radical kind of proposal. 

More modest, and more probably correct, is the suggestion of 
Siwek (1965) and Lefévre (1972 and 1978) that Aristotle is thinking 
here in causal terms, and, having determined that the soul is the 
formal cause of the body, now reports that he has not yet taken a 
stand on the question of whether it is also its efficient cause. 

It must be said, however, that though each is possible, nothing 
in the text actually commends any one of these suggestions. In 
fact, we have only the analogy itself to guide us; and despite its 
sounding as if Aristotle were using it to allude to an earlier or 
well-known trope, the analogy has no obvious precedent in Aris- 
totle or in any other earlier author. So, although there are ways of 
avoiding the imputation of a contradiction to Aristotle, and thus 
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of obviating the move to emend, no one of them seems uniquely 
to be preferred over its competitors. 


CHAPTER 2 


Introduction to II 2 

Aristotle makes another fresh start in his inquiry concerning the 
soul by emphasizing his contention that the soul is a principle of life, 
the presence of which differentiates the living from the non-living. 
Although this has been his contention since the very beginning of the 
work (see 402a4-7, with note; cf. 413b11-13), only now does Aris- 
totle begin to give some content to the claim. Importantly, he claims 
that life is ‘spoken of in several ways’ (pleonachés legomenon). In so 
contending, he means at least that there is no single, univocal defin- 
ition of life, no unified, non-disjunctive essence-specifying analysis 
capturing all the varieties of life manifested in the universe. Two 
points pertinent to this claim should be borne in mind: (i) although 
issued without argument in this chapter, the claim is evidently 
intended to have some anti-Platonic purport, insofar as it rejects 
univocity; and (ii) it does not entail that Aristotle denies that any 
analysis of life is possible, or that life should be understood on the 
model of family resemblances. It is consistent with Aristotle’s con- 
tention in this chapter that he regards life as a core-dependent 
homonym. On Aristotle’s treatment of life, see Matthews (1992), 
Shields (1999: ch. 7, and 2011), and Katayama (2008), as well as the 
papers collected in Mouracade (2008) and Föllinger (2010). 


413a1 1-20: Scientific Framework for Making a Fresh Start: We 
have seen Aristotle announcing the need for a fresh start once 
already, at the beginning of the last chapter (see note to 412aI-6). 
Here he begins anew once more, now adverting, however, to the 
highly technical framework for scientific discovery and expression 
articulated in the Posterior Analytics. In the present context, he 
speaks of what is better known in conformity with reason (kata 
logon) as a kind of knowledge more secure than what is known 
initially, in sense experience; such knowledge conforms to the 
logos of an entity, in the sense where this means its form or 
essential nature (see meaning (iii) of logos in the glossary) (cf. 
Part. An. 653622-30; Pol. 1328a20). 
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Although drawn along a different axis, this distinction is con- 
sonant with Aristotle’s contention that in the order of discovery, 
we begin with what is better known to us (gnoriméteron hémin) and 
proceed to what is better known by nature or simpliciter (gnorim6- 
teron phusei or haplés) (A Po. 71633-7245; Top. 141b3-142a4; 
Phys. 184a16-b14, Met. 1029b3-12). In coming to know what is 
better known by nature, we uncover the essential features of things, 
which we discover only posterior to our knowing ‘the that’, which is 
to say that we know that something exists. Aristotle maintains that 
only when we know that something exists (‘the that’) can we 
discover the causes of its existence (‘the why’). (For Aristotle’s 
way of introducing this claim, see A Po. II 1, 8-10; for an explor- 
ation of its correct understanding, see Barnes (1994) and Charles 
(2000: 23-57).) In the present context, he means to suggest that we 
have already ascertained that the soul exists; now we need to fix its 
extension and to discover more about its nature. 

Aristotle’s example overlaps with Euclid, Elements II 14 and esp. 
VI 13 (cf. Met. 996b14). Definitions are like conclusions because 
they state the that; the proofs arriving at those conclusions state the 
why. In the illustration employed, Aristotle has in mind the follow- 
ing Figures 1 and 2: 


D 
X 
T 
A B C 
Figure I 
\ Cc D 
Figure 2 
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A square equal in area to a rectangle with sides equal to lines 
AB and BC will have a side equal to line BD (identifying this 
square is known as ‘squaring’); and it will also be the case that 
AB: BD: : BD: BC, so that BD will be the proportional mean—a 
fact explanatory of the conclusion that AB and BC will have a 
side equal to BD. Thus, on the sort of deductive model which 
Aristotle envisages, it is appropriate to seek a syllogism, or series 
of syllogisms, explaining the facts about the soul thus far 
adduced. Nowhere in De Anima does he in in fact produce these 
sorts of syllogisms pertaining to the soul. 


413a20—31: The Multivocity of Life: Aristotle claims that life is 
spoken of in several ways (pleonachés legomenon), a locution 
commonly used by him when he means to assail a univocity 
assumption (Top. 129b31-130a28; EN 1129a23-5). He provides 
some reason for thinking that those who seek univocal definitions 
of life are misguided in the Topics (148a26-31), where he criticizes 
Dionysius for failing to appreciate that ‘life seems not to be 
spoken of according to one form, but belongs in one way to 
animals and in another way to plants.’ 

Aristotle does not pursue the question of life’s non-univocal 
definition further here (cf. 412a14, 415a22—b2), except insofar as 
he proceeds to list a set of individually sufficient conditions for x’s 
being alive: x is alive if x (i) thinks, or (ii) perceives, or (iii) moves 
(itself) in space, or (iv) moves by way of taking on nourishment, 
or by growing or decaying. As regards (ili) and (iv), Aristotle 
allows growth and decay to qualify as kinds of ‘motion’ in the 
broad sense, where these are distinct from spatial motion (kinésis 
kata topon), which is motion in the most familiar sense of the term 
(the types of motion, discussed in note to 406a12-16 above, are four, 
namely ‘locomotion, alteration, decay, and growth’ (406a12-13); cf. 
Phys. 225a5-9, 226a23-b8). With the exception of (iii), this list 
corresponds to the hierarchy of souls discussed later in this chapter 
(and also at 434a22-b18; cf. Part. An. 687a24-690a10; Met. 
1075a16—25). For (iii), see Physics 255b20—256a2, where Aristotle 
makes clear that it is not just anything capable of moving in space 
which is alive, but only those beings with an internal principle 
(arché) of motion. Though moving in space in a natural direction, 
rocks are not alive. 
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Plants are alive, however, because they plainly fulfil condition 
(iv). Moreover, because what is alive is coextensive with what 
has a soul, we may appropriately say that plants have souls (cf. 
415a24-5, and note to 402a23-b8). It is noteworthy that Aristotle 
indicates that even the lowliest living beings, those which merely 
take on nutrition and neither perceive nor think, not only grow 
and decline, but are subject to limited and patterned growth. That 
is, plants do not merely grow ceaselessly without end while they 
live, but grow only into specifiable magnitudes and in determinate 
ways. Their doing so is symptomatic of their being ensouled; 
living things do not merely get bigger haphazardly, as forest 
fires do, but in structured ways, in accordance with their own 
internal principles, following predictable patterns subordinate to 
their ends, which include their own mature states and, typically, 
their ability to generate others of their own kind. On the patterned 
growth of living beings, see Gen. et Corr. I 5. For more on the 
multivocity of life, see Shields (1999: ch. 7). 


413a3I-bio: The Inseparability of Lower Faculties: Plants 
show that the capacity for nutrition can and does exist separ- 
ately from the higher faculties of perception and reason; by 
contrast, among mortals, the higher faculties cannot exist with- 
out the lower. The qualification ‘among mortal beings’ (or ‘in 
the case of mortals’; en tois thnétois, 413a33) is required, since 
Aristotle elsewhere commits himself to the existence of immortal 
living beings who think without perceiving or eating (Met. 
g991al0, 1050b16-29, 1069a30-3, 1071b3-5). This possibility 
by itself already shows that the form of necessity obtaining 
between the higher and lower orders of psychic faculties must 
be somehow hypothetical and not absolute. There is, thus, no 
contradiction in saying that a rational soul exists without a 
perceptual soul or a perceptual soul without a nutritive soul. 
Rather, Aristotle will argue on exclusively teleological grounds 
that the kind of necessity which obtains here will take the 
following general form: if in the sublunar realm a being x has 
a perceptual soul, then it is necessary that x also have a nutritive 
soul—or else x would not be in a position to secure its ends as 
the perceptual being it is, and nature would have acted in vain in 
so equipping it (see note to 434b9-25). 
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Further, just as the lower faculties of soul can exist without the 
higher, so within the single capacity of perception, touch alone can 
exist without the other sensory modalities. Aristotle often notes 
that some animals have only touch and no other sense (434b9-23, 
435a12, 435b5-7; De Sensu 436b15; Hist. An. 489a17). For the 
explanation of why the nutritive soul can exist without the percep- 
tual or intellectual souls, see 434a22—30; and on the matter of why 
touch can exist without the other sensory modalities within per- 
ception, see 434b9-25. In each case, again, the explanation is given 
in teleological terms. 


413b11-—414a3: Soul Parts and their Internal Relations: While 
Aristotle sometimes speaks freely of the soul as having parts (for 
instance just above at 413b7), his dominant tendency is to express 
doubt regarding whether the soul should be deemed to be the sort 
of thing which has parts at all (413a5; cf. 403b1, where he men- 
tions this very question as one among those to be investigated in 
De Anima). This need not reflect any tension in his thinking, since 
he evidently conceives of parts differently in different contexts, 
much as we do. In some contexts one might fairly assert that ‘Part 
of her problem is her tendency towards excessive optimism,’ even 
while insisting in other contexts that a tendency is not really the 
sort of thing which qualifies as a part. To put it in modern terms, 
one might say that Aristotle sometimes thinks of parts as akin to 
the notion of parts employed in extensional mereology, and in 
other contexts uses a comparatively relaxed or loose notion. In 
this passage, Aristotle seems to be speaking of parts loosely, as 
roughly equivalent to capacities. 

His usage in this connection may be usefully compared first with 
Plato’s similarly loose diction, and then also with his own occa- 
sionally relaxed tendency to speak of ‘parts’ (meré) as features 
which are hardly separable from the entities whose parts they are. 

As for Plato, we may compare the ease in the Republic and 
Timaeus with which he moves between different vocabularies for 
both the parts of the soul and the soul as whole. The Republic 
moves indifferently between the parts (meré) of the soul 442b11, 
c5; 444b3; 577d3; kinds (eidé) belonging to the soul: 435b9-c1, 
c5, €2, 439e2), and the types or sorts (gené) belonging to the 
soul: 441c6; 443d3. The Timaeus speaks of the whole soul in 
similar terms: as a part (meros): 91e5; as a type or sort (genos): 
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69d5, e4, 73c4; as a kind (eidos): 69c7. For a review of Plato’s 
language regarding parts more generally, with a special focus on 
the partition of the soul in Republic iv and x, see Shields (2010). 

As for Aristotle’s own diction, we must note his willingness to 
call the soul itself a part (meros) of a human being (e.g. Met. 
1022a31), even though it is clearly not the case that he regards 
the human being as assembled from one part soul and one part 
body. Again, no harm accrues from his speaking in these loose 
ways; it is clear that ‘part’ (meros) admits of a range of meanings, 
and may be restricted in various technical contexts. These are 
distinguished by Aristotle in several passages, including especially 
Phys. 210a14-24 and Met. A 23 and 25. In these passages, Aristotle 
draws multiple distinctions, including a crucial one between quanti- 
tative and non-quantitative parts (on which, see note to 402a23-b8). 
For a rigorous attempt to take Aristotle’s talk of the soul and the 
form more generally as part of the compound literally and strictly, 
see Koslicki (2006). 

Once one allows that the soul may have parts in this more 
relaxed sense, the question arises as to whether these are parts 
‘in such a way as to be separate in account alone or also in place’ 
(413b14-15). Aristotle is concerned here with whether various 
psychic parts or capacities are the sorts of things which can exist 
separately in place (topos) or only in account (logos). On the kinds 
of separation (chériston) in general, see the introduction to I 1, as 
well as the entry in the glossary. His way of posing this question 
implies that he already agrees that perception and nutrition are 
separable in account (en logô(i)), presumably because the essence 
of perception is not the same as the essence of nutrition, and 
sameness in essence-specifying definition is necessary and suffi- 
cient for sameness in account (A Pr. 67b12; Top. 133633). But are 
they also separable in place? 

Aristotle approaches this question indirectly. As often elsewhere, 
he introduces the phenomenon of bisected plants and certain insects 
and other small animals, those capable of living after having been 
bisected, as illustrating various facts about the relations of psychic 
capacities to one another. Ifa plant or insect yields two living beings 
when divided, then, suggests Aristotle, the original entity had 
only one soul in actuality, but two in potentiality. Observation 
confirms that the entire nutritive soul is present in each of the 
divided plants, and that nutrition and perception travel together 
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in the divided insects (cf. 409a7—-10, 411b19; Met. 1040b10-13; 
Parva Nat. 467418, 468a25, 479a3; Part. An. 682a5, b30; Gen. 
An. 731a21). So, each of the new actual souls replicates the 
original. Indeed, we find a more fine-grained sort of connection: 
since each of the severed insects has perception, each also has 
imagination (phantasia) and desire (orexis), since anything which 
perceives also has a capacity for pleasure and pain. Having an 
awareness of pleasure and pain, however, implicates the subject 
of perception (aisthésis) in desire (orexis). 

Elsewhere Aristotle denies that all animals have imagination 
(415a6-11, 428a9-11), which seems to contradict the chain of 
inference here. The probable resolution turns on the two forms 
of imagination distinguished at 433b31-434aI0, perceptual and 
deliberative, coupled with Aristotle’s suggestion that determin- 
ateness of image may be scalar. (For the scalarity of imagination 
and its relevance in resolving the seeming contradiction in the 
present passage, see the note to 433b31-434a5). 

In the present context, his main point is that separation in 
account does not entail separation in place. One question regard- 
ing the force of Aristotle’s reasoning pertains to whether the 
grounds offered are simply factive, that as a matter of fact we 
never find creatures with perception lacking desire, or something 
more, some nomological connection stronger than mere contin- 
gent concomitance but weaker than metaphysical necessity of the 
sort required by sameness in account. Though the observations 
adduced here would not by themselves warrant the stronger 
inference, the teleological arguments of De Anima III 12 push 
for the stronger connection. 

As usual, reason (nous) is singled out as requiring special 
consideration. The question regarding its status was raised early 
on, at 403a3-16; 408b18—29, and 413a2-7. These questions recur; 
and they also introduce De Anima III 4, the first chapter devoted 
to reason (429a11). Here the phrase translated as ‘reason... 
seems to be a different genus of soul’ (psuchés genos heteron at 
413b25-6) might also be rendered, improbably, as ‘reason... 
seems to be a different kind of thing from soul’. One might prefer 
the second rendering insofar as the translation offerred in the 
text may seem to suggest that reason, a capacity of soul, is itself 
also a soul, with the result that Aristotle has implicated himself in 
some kind of category mistake by confusing a capacity belonging 
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to a substance with a substance proper. Since, however, he is 
willing to speak of the reasoning soul (noétiké psuché; 429a28), it 
is probably safe to understand him as speaking elliptically here: 
‘When it comes to reason, we confront a different sort of soul.’ Cf. 
also the tentative suggestion that ‘reason would seem to come 
about in us being a certain substance (ousia) and not to be 
destroyed’ (408b1—19, with note), and also Aristotle’s remark at 
Met. I 10, 1058b36—1059a10, where he claims that the perishable 
(to phtharton) and the imperishable (to aphtharton) cannot belong 
to a common genus (genos), which is continuous with the sort of 
point he is making about reason in this passage. 


414a4-19: An Ambiguity Resolved: The soul has been broadly 
characterized in functional terms as ‘that in virtue of which we are 
alive and perceive’ (414a12—-13), with the result that the presence 
of soul distinguishes the living from the non-living. Now Aristotle 
returns to this topic by noting that the phrase ‘that in virtue of 
which x is $’ is crucially ambiguous, between: (i) the form whose 
presence makes x ¢, and (ii) the substrate capable of realizing the 
form, that is, the substrate capable of becoming $. One may say, 
e.g., that Socrates is healthy in virtue of health, or in virtue of his 
body being such as to realize health. 

The illustration regarding knowledge is a bit trickier, since the 
soul is potentially such as to know, and is thus, in the illustration, 
what plays the role of the body relative to health. To see the point 
of Aristotle’s example, it is necessary to bear in mind that the soul 
can be both the actuality of some body and also itself potentially 
such as to be ¢. Here Aristotle is thinking of the soul as poten- 
tially such as to know. Taken together, his examples suggest that 
when we say that the soul is that in virtue of which one is alive, we 
might mean that: (i) the soul is the form whose presence makes 
someone alive, or (ii) the soul is a body of an appropriately 
disposed sort. According to (ii), but not (i), the soul is itself a 
composite entity, in whose own account formal and material 
features must be mentioned. Conversely, according to (i), but 
not (ii), the soul is a purely formal entity. It is consequently 
important to disambiguate what is meant by saying that the 
soul is that in virtue of which we live. 

Although this section is fraught with textual difficulties, the 
progress of Aristotle’s argument is clear enough. Indeed, we know 
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where we are heading ultimately, since the soul has already been 
distinguished from the body (the matter) and the compound of 
matter and form (see 412aI I-21, with note). Here he adduces 
several additional considerations favouring this conclusion. First, 
the body is a capacity or potentiality (dunamis) and not an 
actualization; but the soul is what actualizes the body. Indeed, 
says Aristotle, the soul is that by which we live and perceive 
primarily (prétés) (414a13), where the implication is that what is 
capable of receiving the form is alive in a secondary or derivative 
sense. Aristotle often treats ‘primarily’ in this sort of context as 
interchangeable with ‘properly or ‘centrally’ (Kurids), or ‘simply’ in 
the sense of ‘unqualifiedly’ (haplés) (cf. 403b29; Met. 1015b11, 
1016b8, 1030b5, 1031a13, 1052a18; EN 1157a30). The effect, 
then, is to treat the soul as what explains the presence of life in a 
primary and non-derivative way. This in turn explains Aristotle’s 
parenthetical suggestion that ‘the actuality of productive things 
seems to reside in what is affected and is disposed to receive it’ 
(414a1 I-12). He means that the body’s being actualized as a living 
being resides in the body, in virtue of the soul, in much the same 
way that learning occurs within a pupil by means of the agency ofa 
teacher teaching (cf. Phys. 202a13). 

Aristotle once again relies on the actuality (entelecheia) of the 
soul as form in arguing that the soul is that primarily in virtue of 
which we live (414a12-19). His argument runs: 


(1) If x accounts for something’s being actually F, then x is 
non-derivatively that in virtue of which x is F. 

(2) The soul, as form and so as something actual, rather than 
the body, which as matter is something potential, accounts 
for a body’s being actually alive. 

(3) Hence the soul is non-derivatively that in virtue of which 
the compound of soul and body is alive. 


(3) specifies Aristotle’s reason for treating the soul as form, and so 
as resolving his initial ambiguity in favour of (i), that the soul is a 
form whose presence makes a body a living being. 


414a19-28: Summary and Conclusions: The summary restates 
and reinforces conclusions established, though now from a slightly 
different angle. Aristotle takes the occasion of summarizing his 
conclusions to reach back and add a parting criticism of those 
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among his predecessors who had attempted to yoke random bodies 
and souls together without understanding the need for them to be 
suitably fitted to one another. Although he does not mention his 
targets by name, the criticism here is immediately reminiscent of 
the objections of De Anima I 3, launched principally against the 
Pythagoreans, though generalized to include others as well. (See 
note to 407b14-26.) In the current context, Aristotle regards him- 
self as further justified in those criticisms because it has now been 
shown that soul and body are related as actuality to potentiality. 
Since y can make x actually ¢ only if x is potentially ¢ and suited to 
be made actually ¢ by y, while y is actually and in a primary way 
such as to make x actually ¢, it follows that those who pay no 
attention to the commonalities required for soul-body connections 
have gone astray. 

In saying that the soul is an ‘organization’ (Jogos; 414b27) 
of a suitably potential sort of body, Aristotle uses the 
word logos in its non-linguistic sense, according to which a 
logos is a structuring principle of matter, equivalent to form 
(eidos) (as earlier in this chapter at 414a9 and 414a13; cf. 403a25, 
with note; Phys. 209a21; Met. 1006b1, 103047, 1044b12, 1058b19). 


CHAPTER 3 


Introduction to II 3 

Among mortal living beings, the faculties of soul are nested, so that, 
of necessity, what has reason also has perception, and anything with 
perception also has nutrition. An immediate question concerns the 
force of the necessity Aristotle intends when advancing this hier- 
archy. Plainly, in view of the qualifier regarding mortals (on which, 
see note to 413a3I—bI0), the necessity cannot be broadly logical or 
metaphysical: Aristotle himself thinks that there are imperishable 
rational beings which lack any psychic capacity beyond reason. On 
the form of necessity in play, see note to 414a29-b16. 

A second question concerns a difficult, highly suggestive com- 
parison Aristotle offers between psychic capacities and the series 
of geometric figures (414b19-415a3). This comparison grounds 
two important theses, both with significant consequences for the 
proper understanding of the soul and its capacities. The first 
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concerns the soul’s general definability, a result which colours the 
various accounts of the soul advanced in the last two chapters. 
The second concerns how we are to conceive the intrinsic rela- 
tions of the various faculties. Aristotle takes care to reject a 
natural, basically extensional picture, according to which the 
capacities of the soul are regarded as discrete components, related 
to one another more or less in the manner of a layer cake. On that 
view, each capacity is a sort of discrete, self-contained layer, and 
if the higher layers depend upon the lower, it is only because they 
rest upon them. They do not interpenetrate in any significant way. 
Importantly, Aristotle rejects this position by insisting that lower 
souls are present only in potentiality (dunamei; 414b28) in higher 
souls: ‘for in the case of both figures and ensouled things, what is 
prior is always present potentially in what follows in a series—for 
example, the triangle in the square, and nutritive faculty in the 
perceptual faculty’ (414b29-32). 

Aristotle’s rejection of this picture has immediate and negative 
consequences for those who maintain that on his account the soul is 
a set of capacities, where this is understood to mean inter alia that 
each capacity is a discrete element, detatchable from the whole. His 
rejection thus has equally immediate and significant consequences 
for our understanding of his approach to the soul’s unity. 

For an introduction to Aristotle’s treatment of the capacities of 
the soul, see the General Introduction § IV. 


414a29-b16: From Perception to Desire: | Every soul has at least 
one of the capacities determinative of life, and among those with 
more than one there is an asymmetry in terms of possession 
implications. The capacities enumerated here as determinative 
of life are: nutrition (threptikon), perception (aisthétikon), desire 
(orektikon), motion with respect to place (kinétikon kata topon), 
and understanding (dianoétikon) (414a31-2). As Aristotle notes, 
he had already mentioned these matters in the last chapter, at 
413a30-bIo and 413b1 1-13; he will return to them again late in 
the work at 434a22-30 and 434b9-25. 

In this section of the text, Aristotle argues twice over for the 
first of the chapter’s two main contentions, that there is a kind of 
implication relation between the higher and lower faculties of soul— 
‘higher’ and ‘lower’ at least in so far as their asymmetric dependency 
relations suggest. Here he argues that any creature with a 
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perceptual faculty also has desire. His first argument is accessible 
and clear, though his second is truncated and obscure. Both argu- 
ments contend that perception (aisthésis) implies desire (orexis), the 
first via a connection of perception to the pleasurable and the second 
via the role of touch in the acquisition of nutrition. 

When arguing that perception implies desire, Aristotle draws 
upon his not perfectly consistent terminology pertaining to the 
desiderative and motivational faculties of animals, rational or 
otherwise. For the progress of the argument, it is important to 
appreciate that here he treats desire (orexis) and the desiderative 
faculty (the orektikon) as generic terms, covering appetite (epithu- 
mia), spirit (thumos), and wish (boulésis), all of which are here 
regarded as species of desire. In the present context, it is import- 
ant to appreciate that Aristotle tends to connect the last species of 
desire mentioned, wish (boulêsis), primarily to the rational part of 
the soul and the first two, appetite (epithumia) and spirit (thumos), 
primarily to the non-rational, as at 432b5; further, he equally 
supposes that animals with rational desires also have non-rational 
desires. Hence, when he contends that perception implies appetite 
(epithumia), he likewise contends the faculty of perception present 
in rational animals implies desire (orexis). (Cf. Plato, Republic iv, 
434d-445e), where appetite and spirit are extended to non- 
rational animals; and also Rhet. 1369a3, where Aristotle makes 
the good the object of wish (boulésis), and EN 1116b23-1117a9, 
where he approaches the complex notion of spirit (thumos).) 

Aristotle’s first argument for the thesis that the perceptual 
faculty of the soul implies desire exploits this connection between 
non-rational desire and pleasure: 


(1) Ifx has perception, then x has perception of the pleasurable 
and the painful. 

(2) If x has perception of the pleasurable, then x has appetite 
(epithumia). 

(3) Appetite (epithumia) is a kind of desire (orexis), namely 
desire for the pleasurable. 

(4) Hence if x has perception, then x has desire. 


Evidently, as Aristotle conceives it, if (2) is to be given a true 
reading, then (1) requires not just that x perceive what is in fact 
pleasurable, but that x perceive the pleasurable as pleasurable. 
This probably explains some of Aristotle’s language in stating this 
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argument, which is at first a bit cumbersome: ‘that to which 
perception belongs, to this belongs also both pleasure and pain, 
as well as both the pleasurable and the painful’ (414b4-5). His 
point, when unpacked, is so far perfectly reasonable, even pedes- 
trian: all animals in fact experience pleasure and pain, and they 
track the pleasurable and the painful—i.e. track objects in the 
environment capable of providing pleasure or pain. If, though, 
animals track the pleasurable as pleasurable, then they attend to 
what appears pleasurable to them. If an animal seeks the pleas- 
urable insofar as it appears pleasurable, then its doing so is a 
function of its having appetite, which is a species of desire. 

The argument does not, then, posit a conceptual necessity 
between perceiving and desiring, but nor does it therefore trade 
on a mere accidental concomitance. Presumably, Aristotle will 
appeal to teleological considerations to defend (1) (see notes to 
413a30-bI0 and 434b9—25); otherwise, if a stronger connection is 
to be asserted, his claim will fail, since it is plainly metaphysically 
possible for an animal to have perception without therefore hav- 
ing perception of the pleasurable. He will need at least this much 
in favour of (1), however, since otherwise it might just be an 
accidental concomitance that (1) is true, which in turn would 
result in its being the case that it might also then be an accidental 
concomitance that beings with perception (aisthésis) also have a 
faculty of desire (orexis). Presumably Aristotle is after a stronger 
conclusion than just that. 

The argument is open to other queries as well. We might allow 
(3) as somehow analytic, or as harmlessly stipulated: appetite is a 
desire for the pleasurable; so, in line with the final conclusion (4), 
whatever has appetite, has desire. Yet such a stipulation would 
not show, in any but the most trivial of senses, that whatever has 
appetites has a faculty (dunamis) of desire—unless this just col- 
lapses into the claim that whatever desires anything is able to 
desire things. In that case, however, Aristotle’s argument would 
be otiose: Alicibiades has the ability to love and be loved, as well 
as the ability to act with vanity, but Aristotle nowhere suggests 
that he therefore has a love faculty, an erétikon, or a vanity 
faculty, a kenodoxikon. If this is all that were at stake, there 
would for every ability to ọ be a trivial transformation to the 
existence of a $-tikon, a -capacity, and no argument of the sort 
being offered would be necessary. Aristotle is thus presupposing a 
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stronger notion of capacity (dunamis), but he does not character- 
ize it in any general or abstract way here. 

The second argument tying perception to desire, which runs 
from 414b6-16, is less clear and a good deal more complex. It 
trades on the fact that in Aristotle’s view any creature with 
perception has at least the sense of touch (cf. 434a30—b8). Only 
the outline of the argument is reasonably clear: 


(1) If x has a faculty of perception, then x has at least the sense 
of touch. 

(2) Touch is employed in the identification of food (in part 
because taste turns out to be a kind of touch; cf. 422a8, 
423a17-20). 

(3) If x identifies food, then x identifies an object of appetite. 

(4) Hence, if x has perception, x has appetite. 


If this is the argument’s main thrust, then it adds little to the first 
argument; it is, rather, a specification of something already given: 
food is an object of appetite. 

That said, there are some obscurities in the details of the 
argument worth mentioning, because of their being likely to 
cause confusion. As translated, the point about touch having 
other objects co-incidentally is not strictly relevant to the argu- 
ment, though it is not altogether irrelevant either: “Touch is 
perception of other sensibles co-incidentally’ (414b9-10). Presum- 
ably, Aristotle is anticipating an objection to the effect that touch 
is not restricted to food, since we can also touch objects with 
colours, sounds, and scents. His response is that we do not touch 
colours, sounds, or scents as exclusive (idia) objects of touch. 
Even so, we do touch flavours, since taste will prove to be a 
kind of touch (cf. 422a8, 423a17—20). Aristotle will return to the 
issue of exclusive versus co-incidental objects of perception in II 6. 


414b16-19 Motion, Imagination, and Understanding: Aristotle 
opened the chapter by listing not only the faculties he has dwelt 
upon thus far, perception, desire, and the nutritive faculty, but 
also motion with respect to place and understanding (414a31-2). 
He now mentions the two previously ignored capacities and 
observes that imagination (phantasia) has an unclear status. Pre- 
sumably its unclarity derives first from the question of whether it 
is a fully fledged capacity, on par with the others listed and having 
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its own distinctive individuating objects; but it is equally prob- 
lematic because of its complicated relations to the other faculties 
of soul. For Aristotle’s treatment of imagination, see III 3. On the 
relation of imagination to reason (nous), see 40348; on its relation 
to perception (aisthésis), see 433b31-434a2. There Aristotle will 
quite reasonably puzzle over whether animals which have only 
the sense of touch should be supposed to have imagination, that 
is, whether perception as such, in its most rudimentary form, 
implies imagination. 

In the current passage, Aristotle seems oddly tentative about the 
existence of rational creatures distinct from and superior to humans. 
He affirms their existence quite clearly at Met. 1073a23-34 and 
again at EN 1141a34-b1. Perhaps he means to suggest in the present 
context only that such beings are not in the purview of the current 
discussion regarding the implication relations between psychic fac- 
ulties. This is, in any event, a point he makes clear towards the end of 
the chapter, at 415a9 (cf. 413432). 


414b19—415a11: Souls and Figures: Consequences for Unity and 
Definition: In his agenda-setting I 1, Aristotle had set down as 
a central question for investigation whether there is but one 
definition of the soul, or rather several, each corresponding to a 
distinct class of beings, one for dogs, another for humans, and still 
another for god (402b5-9). He now addresses this question by 
comparing the hierarchy of souls to the succession of figures, 
contending that the nutritive faculty of soul is present in potenti- 
ality in the perceptual soul, and the perceptual in the rational, in 
the way that a triangle is present in a square (414b30-1). He 
maintains further that there will be a general account of the soul 
taken as a whole in much the same way that there is a general 
account of figure spanning triangles, squares and on up in a 
series—an account which is not also an account of any given 
kind of figure. From this comparison Aristotle has often been 
understood to deny that a general account of soul as such is 
possible (Rodier (1900), Siwek (1965), Ward (1996)). Bolton 
(1978) offers a more nuanced assessment. 

Such an understanding of the comparison of souls and figures 
overstates the case. To begin, any such contention would be 
jarring immediately after Aristotle has just himself provided not 
one but several general accounts of the soul (412a27-b1), if at 
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times with a tinge of reluctance, as at 412b4—6. Further, so strong 
a reading in any case misrepresents what is asserted here. 
Aristotle does not in fact conclude that it is impossible to forge 
a general account of soul; on the contrary, he maintains that a 
common account is possible for souls, as for figures, but insists that 
it would be ludicrous (geloion; 414b25) to seek such an account 
‘while neglecting what is of this sort’ (aphentas ton toiouton; 
414b27-8)—namely what is distinctive of the diverse kinds of 
souls corresponding to the variegated living beings we encounter, 
beings whose distinction from one another turns precisely upon the 
level of and kind of psychic capacity they manifest. 

In addition to the language of this passage, an instructive 
parallel may be found in the Politics, where Aristotle draws an 
analogous inference about citizens and governments (1275a33-b1), 
which he holds in a similar way to be arranged in a series (cf. EN 
1096a19-35; EE 1218a1-8; Met. 999a6—10 for analogous claims 
in other arenas, usually advanced with an anti-Platonic purport). 
One can offer a general definition of ‘government’ or ‘citizen’, but 
the common account is thin, and scarcely (glischrés; 1275a38) 
captures anything about, say, democracy or tyranny or mon- 
archy. There is a sense in which a feudal serf of tsarist Russia 
and a capitalist entrepreneur living in Tokyo in the twenty-first 
century are both citizens—but we will not learn much about 
the political life of either without going on to provide content to 
the sort of citizen each is. So too with the soul: without specifying 
what kind of soul we are considering, implies Aristotle, our 
common account, however correct, will not yield much informa- 
tion about the life of a given ensouled being. 

For these sorts of reasons, Aristotle focuses attention in his 
psychology on the capacity-driven approach he prefers. An 
account of the perceptual soul is more informative, because 
more contentful, than an account of the soul in the abstract, 
something common to all levels of soul but not a complete 
account of a nutritive or a perceptual or a rational soul. In 
comparing souls to figures, Aristotle shows himself to have a 
primary interest in questions pertaining to the nature of the 
soul’s faculties, but then also, in a less pronounced way, to the 
relation of the faculties to one another. 

Here, on the question of the relation of the faculties to one 
another, Aristotle contends only briefly that among perishable 
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beings souls form a kind of hierarchy, given in terms of asymmet- 
ries of implication of existence. He offers a fuller justification for 
this contention, given in teleological terms, in III 12-13 (see the 
chapter Introduction to III 12, along with note to 434a22-—434b8). 

The comparison of souls and figures also has important conse- 
quences pertaining to the unity of the soul. It has been tempting 
for some among Aristotle’s interpreters to regard the hierarchy of 
souls extensionally, so that a rational soul is conceived as a set of 
capacities stacked one upon the other in the manner of a layer 
cake (see the General Introduction § IV, n.9). He insists, however, 
that just as a square is not an actual triangle with a spare leg, or, 
going up the hierarchy of figures, that any given n-sided figure has 
an actual n-l figure inscribed within it, a perceptual soul is not 
merely a nutritive soul with a perceptual faculty stacked on top. 
Rather, the lower-soul capacities are present in the higher souls 
only in potentiality (414b28-32). The exact purport of this claim, 
and of the comparison with figures in general, turns, of course, 
on the sense in which prior figures are in posterior figures in 
potentiality. 

Two interpretations have seemed attractive: (i) a square has 
two triangles discernible in it, sharing the diagonal as a side, a 
pentagon a square inscribable within it, and so on; and (ii) an n-l- 
sided figure is prior in an n-sided figure in that an n-l-sided figure 
requires fewer angles for its construction, namely n-l rather than n 
(triangles have three angles, squares four, and so on up the series). 
In this respect, the priority is akin to the series of numbers 
discussed at Met. 999a1-16, where numbers are explicitly com- 
pared to figures in terms of priority and posteriority. 

Of these interpretations, (ii) seems preferable. The point thus 
understood suggests that souls of any number of capacities are 
unities, with any lower-order souls discernible in higher-order 
souls only potentially in the sense that a removal of a higher 
capacity will generate a lower-order soul which is itself an actual- 
ity and a complete psychic unity. By contrast, a higher-order soul 
is not discernible in a lower-order soul. Looked at another way, 
Aristotle’s point is simply that higher-order souls actually mani- 
fest lower-order capacities, whereas lower-order souls trivially do 
not manifest higher-order capacities. Yet he claims, crucially, that 
these lower capacities are present only in potentiality (dunamei; 
414b29) in the higher. He thus wants to insist on an asymmetry 
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between higher- and lower-order souls, but to do so without 
endorsing an extensional or aggregative account of souls; such 
approaches are inconsistent with the sort of unity he envisages for 
souls as forms. This feature of Aristotle’s conception of the soul 
generated a good deal of discussion in later, medieval Aristote- 
lianism, where it was often assessed with a particular emphasis on 
the question of unity. Of course, the question of unity will be 
conditioned in the first instance by the conception of ‘parts’ 
(meré) we may have in view when posing the question. For 
Aristotle’s distinction between quantitative and non-quantitative 
parts, see note to 402a23-b8. For a treatment of how soul cap- 
acities came to be treated as present only in potentiality, or only 
‘virtually’, see Shields (2014); for an instructive discussion of souls 
and soul faculties in general, see Perler (2015). 

Perhaps if we connect the two main consequences of the chap- 
ter we can better appreciate why one faculty, the faculty of desire 
(orektikon), will manifest itself differently in rational and non- 
rational animals: a rational soul will, as rational, have a richly 
articulated conceptualization of the objects of its pursuit unavail- 
able to a non-rational animal. This is, then, another important 
way in which the hierarchy of souls is not merely extensional: 
higher-order faculties bleed into lower-order faculties, with the 
result that lower-order faculties will be altered by their subordin- 
ation to the higher. A near implication seems to be that John 
Stuart Mill and his pig will have, or will have available to them, 
distinct perceptual experiences when sharing a bottle of St. Emilion. 
Later in De Anima, Aristotle will also distinguish two ways in which 
the imagination (phantasia) is present in rational and non-rational 
animals (see note to 433b19-30), and then will even proceed to offer 
more fine-grained accounts of the way in which imagination is to be 
understood in connection with the deliberative faculty, on which, 
see note to 434a5-I0. 


415a12-13: Final Conclusion: The last sentence of the chapter 
looks forward to the accounts of the capacities of the soul which 
begin in earnest in the next chapter, starting with the nutritive 
soul. Importantly, the final purport of the chapter ties the inves- 
tigations of the sundry capacities of the soul to the study of the 
soul itself: to learn what is substantive about the soul is to learn 
about the nutritive soul, or the perceptual soul, or the rational 
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soul; and to learn about these souls is to learn about the faculties 
which dominate and define them. 


CHAPTER 4 


Introduction to II 4 

Aristotle embraces the procedure articulated at the end of the last 
chapter by conducting his substantive inquiry into the soul by 
focusing first on its most fundamental and common capacity: the 
nutritive and generative capacity. Despite its having these two dis- 
tinct functions, Aristotle speaks of it as a single capacity of soul. This 
is the capacity which, among mortals, denotes the presence of life; it 
thus serves to differentiate the living from the non-living. 

In this chapter, Aristotle settles a question of method raised in 
the agenda-setting I 1, concerning how best to approach the 
faculties of soul, there called ‘parts’ (moria): are we to consider 
first the part, its activity, or its object (402b10-14; cf. notes to 
402a23-b8, 402b9-16, 418a11-17, and 429bI0-21)? He now 
answers that we consider the objects first, then the activity, and 
finally the part or capacity. This order of inquiry derives from the 
individuation conditions assumed by Aristotle for psychic cap- 
acities (on which, see Everson (1995)). What makes hearing one 
sensory modality and seeing another is their having exclusive 
objects which are necessarily discrete: no colour is in its nature a 
sound. Extrapolating from the sensory modalities, the same prin- 
ciple of individuation will pertain to the distinct capacities of soul: 
what makes perception distinct from thought is that perception 
detects perceptible objects and reason detects intelligible objects. 
This method then raises a question as to the appropriate objects 
of the nutritive soul: in this chapter, Aristotle contends that it 
is food, or nutriment (trophé—a word, like ‘nourishment’ in 
English, which can be used to denote either food or the process 
of being nourished). Interestingly, for something to be counted as 
food, it must already be characterized in terms of its ability to 
provide nourishment, that is, with reference to its use relative to a 
living system outside itself (see note to 416b9-1 1). To some extent 
both Greek and English diction reflect this fact: for carnivores, 
the flesh of other animals is meat; and plants cultivated for food 
are crops (cf. Phys. II 218b17-32). 
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415a14-22: Some Methodological Precepts: This section 
answers some of the questions posed in I 1, at 402b10—-14, regard- 
ing how best to approach an analysis of the capacities of the soul. 
Aristotle contends that we begin first by identifying the objects 
correlative to a capacity, turn next to the activity determinative of 
the capacity, and then finally advance an account of the capacity 
itself. This order of explication is not recommended as a matter of 
convenience. Rather, acapacity is essentially a functionally defined 
entity individuated by its correlative objects (see the Introduction 
to this chapter). 

This understanding assumes that the ‘priority’ mentioned in 
415a18-22 of activities to capacities and of correlative objects to 
activities is definitional and not merely epistemic, that is, that 
Aristotle is here relying on a general functional determination 
thesis rather than on a priority in the order of our understanding 
alone. This understanding is reflected in the translation of 
the phrase kata ton logon at 415a19-20, as priority ‘in account’. 
An alternative, acceptable translation, favoured by many of 
Aristotle’s commentators treats kata ton logon as priority ‘in 
thought’. This may (but perhaps need not) be because there is a 
more narrowly epistemic understanding of his procedure for indi- 
viduating capacities, to the effect that we tend, when thinking 
about the soul’s faculties, to begin by thinking of its objects first. 
While this approach is possible linguistically, it obscures Aristotle’s 
motivation for grounding activities in the priority of their objects, 
which is given here in terms of the priority of actuality to potenti- 
ality, on which, see Met. 1049b10-17 and 1071 b1I2-1072a18. 

It is difficult to avoid circularities, whether vicious or not, in 
Aristotle’s procedure of faculty individuation, if, that is, the 
objects in terms of which they are individuated are to be under- 
stood as both necessary and sufficient for that task but then are 
also characterized in terms of those very tasks. If we accept, e.g., 
colour as the object of sight, and so as individuating sight from 
smell and hearing, we run into difficulty if we then proceed to 
define or even characterize colour in terms of its being the sort of 
quality detected by sight. For an instance of this threatening 
circularity in the case of the nutritive soul, see note to 416b9-11. 

A second sort of worry concerns Aristotle’s willingness to treat 
the nutritive and generative soul as effectively rooted in the same 
capacity. If discrete objects are sufficient for distinct activities, 
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which are in turn sufficient for distinct faculties, then we should 
expect the nutritive and generative faculties to be distinct. Yet 
Aristotle does not conceive of them as distinct. On this worry, see 
the following note, to 415a22-b7. 


415a22-b7: The Functions of the Nutritive Soul: The nutritive 
soul, the most natural and common soul whose defining capacity 
is shared by all living things, has a dual function: it not only 
processes food but generates others like itself. (Elsewhere Aris- 
totle goes so far as to say that the nutritive soul is also the 
generative soul, at Gen. An. 740b29-741a2; he also explores this 
same theme in more detail below at 416b11-28.) This may be 
thought to violate a reasonable definitional stricture laid down 
elsewhere to the effect that each functional kind has but one 
essential function (Pol. 1252b1-—5), and indeed, it seems to run 
foul of the suggestion that faculties of the soul are individuated by 
their objects—if, that is, discreteness of object is thought to be 
necessary and sufficient for distinctness of faculty. Here, however, 
Aristotle seems to be thinking of nutrition and generation as twin 
aspects of the same overarching function, one serving the drive 
for self-preservation. 

This would explain why he moves immediately to suggest that 
living beings seek immortality by their participation in the eternal 
species via generation, a point akin to one given voice by Plato 
(Symp. 207a-d, Laws 721b-c) and repeated by Aristotle at Gen. 
An. 731b24-732a1. The generic function of self-preservation mani- 
fests itself in the individual qua individual by its eating, and in the 
individual qua member of an everlasting species by its reproductive 
activities. This propensity towards self-propagation or preserva- 
tion is common to all living beings. 

Still, Aristotle notes, there are mutants of various kinds and 
immature members of every species whose drive towards reproduc- 
tion is inoperative. He also at the same time seeks to set aside 
beings which are ‘spontaneously generated’ (415a27-8), which 
reflects his false but empirically motivated belief that various ani- 
mals, including insects, generated out of putrefying matter (Hist. 
An. 539a22-5, 569a13-19, 25-6, §570a2-10; Gen. An. 763a24—-b5). 
These sorts of cases seem to show that beings who take on nutrition 
are not extensionally equivalent with beings capable of engaging in 
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generation. So, these capacities cannot be even extensionally 
equivalent, let alone identical. 

Aristotle’s response to this worry is not completely clear. In the 
case of monstrosities and the maimed, he tends to blame deficient 
matter; immature members of the species are not yet completely 
actual, and need to become so before engaging in reproduction 
(cf. Gen. An. iv 4). Perhaps, then, he takes himself to be treating 
only the faculties of fully normal or fully functioning members of 
a species. That there is a normative dimension to his approach 
seems confirmed by Aristotle’s elsewhere characterizing the 
deformed as ‘contrary to nature’ (para phusin) (Gen. An. 770b9). 
Here, Aristotle uses correlative language when introducing the 
everlasting and divine as what ‘everything desires, and for the 
sake of that everything does whatever it does in accordance with 
nature (kata phusin) (415b1-2). 

The parenthetical remark about two senses of ‘that for the sake 
of which’ (hou heneka; 415b2) is repeated just below at 415b20-1; 
it may be an interpolation in one or both of the passages; in 
neither is it required for good sense, though it is perfectly relevant 
to both. In any event, the point is that we might specify one of two 
different states of affairs when citing a final cause: the subject who 
benefits or the benefit which is being sought. (He who writes 
music ‘only for the sake of entertainment’ might, but need not, 
find his own music entertaining.) This distinction took on an 
important life of its own in later Aristotelianism, and this passage 
was routinely cited as its first expression (see, e.g., Suarez, Disp. 
Met. XXIII 2.1); it was commonplace in medieval philosophy to 
distinguish an end considered as finis cuius, the end sought, e.g. 
health, and finis cui, the beneficiary for whom the end is sought, 
e.g. a patient whose health is to be restored. 

Aristotle would reasonably be prompted in the current con- 
text to apprise his readers of the distinction, since it makes 
sense of his suggestion that each living thing seeks to ‘partake 
of the everlasting and the divine’, but only ‘insofar as it is able’ 
(415a30-b1). The activity of reproduction leads to a state 
whose attainment is sought (= finis cuius), though it is not a 
state from which the actor is a personal beneficiary (in this case 
the actor is not the finis cui). 
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415b8—27: Soul as Cause and Substance: This section digresses 
from the main thread of the chapter, though as a self-contained 
excursus it is especially rich in its characterizations of the causal 
character of the soul. The soul is a cause (aitia) and principle or 
source (arché) of the living body. Importantly, the soul is in these 
respects prior to the body, a consequence sometimes underappre- 
ciated by those interpretations of Aristotle’s hylomorphic 
approach to soul-body relations which assimilate the soul to a 
quality or feature of the body, as the form of a bronze statue 
might be thought of as a quality or feature of some quantity of 
bronze. (On the priority of the soul to the body, see Shields 
(2009).). 

The treatment of the soul as a cause and source is in keeping 
with Aristotle’s general hylomorphism; the soul has the features 
which Aristotle imputes to all substantial forms. Here, Aristotle 
makes clear that the soul is a cause of the living body in three of 
the four ways in which things can be causes: it is the formal, final, 
and efficient cause. That it is not the material cause is plain 
enough, since it is rather the body itself which is the material 
cause of a compound. Aristotle groups the formal, final, and 
efficient causes together in distinguishing them from the material 
cause, elsewhere suggesting, as here, that one and the same entity 
can be the formal, final, and efficient cause of another (Phys. 
194b16-35, 198a14; Met. 983a26, 1013a24-b3). 

The current passage is usefully read in conjunction with Gener- 
ation and Corruption I 5, where Aristotle makes clear that form as 
essence is identified with the final cause (Gen. et Corr. 335b5-7), 
just as the soul is in this passage. More generally, the account of 
growth in that chapter is continuous with the present discussion, 
and shows in greater depth why substantial forms cannot be iden- 
tified with qualities. A growing organism has numerically one 
and the same form even while its qualities alter (Gen. et Cor. 
321b28-34). (For more on Aristotle’s general soul-body hylo- 
morphism, see the General Introduction § III.A.) 

Aristotle introduces the soul as the formal, final, and efficient 
causes as follows: 

Soul as Formal Cause (415b12-15): Aristotle does not in fact 
assert in this passage that the soul is the form of the living body, 
but says rather that it is its substance (ousia). Even so, he regularly 
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identifies form as the substance of that whose being it provides 
(Met. 1041a27—-b10) and has already in any case identified the 
soul as the substance as form at 412a20. He also refers to it as 
organization (Jogos) of the body, a locution sometimes used 
interchangeably with form (eidos; cf. 403a25, 403b2; Phys. 
209a21; Met. 1044b22, 1058b19). 

The argument in this section provides much more content than 
was given in the bald assertion of 412a20. Aristotle argues: 


(1) The substance (ousia) of x is the cause of x’s being (or 
essence, aition tou einai; 415b12-I3). 

(2) In a living system, being (or essence) is the same as being 
alive (415bI3). 

(3) Hence, the ousia of a living system is the cause of its being 
alive. 

(4) The soul is the cause of being alive (cf. 414a12). 

(5) Hence, the soul is the ousia of a living system (415b13). 


While each of the premises invites scrutiny, only (2) is a novel and 
substantive claim, one which helps ground the assertion made at 
412a20 regarding the soul as form. Aristotle says, with an arrest- 
ing concision that ‘and living is being for living things’ (to de zén 
tois zôsi to einai esti; 415b13). One immediate consequence is that 
every living being is essentially alive: its being or essence (to einai) 
is its being alive. 

Otherwise, it should be appreciated regarding (1), the claim 
that the substance (ousia) of x is the cause of x’s being is to be 
taken predicatively, so that what is being said, more fully, is that 
the substance (ousia) of x is the cause of x’s being $, where ¢ is any 
substantial predicate. So, to expand, the substance of a human is 
the cause of that human’s being human. This cause is the formal 
cause. In arguing this way, Aristotle draws directly on the con- 
clusion he offers regarding substance as form in Metaphysics 
Z 17, especially 1041b27-8: ‘this is the substance of each thing, 
for this is the primary cause of its being <>’ (cf. also Met. 
1017b14-16). 

Soul as Final Cause (415b15-21): Aristotle’s language here is 
confident and striking. He treats the soul as an end in a very 
strong sense: the body is an organ of the soul, that is, an instru- 
ment used to bring the soul’s activities to fruition. Further, the 
view here is once again continuous with the difficult discussion of 
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Metaphysics Z 17, and seems to draw upon it (especially 
1041a27—-32, where the formal cause being sought is said also to 
be the final cause of the substantial being whose form it is). 

The fuller discussion in Metaphysics Z 17 makes clear that the 
presence of an individual soul explains what makes so much 
matter a synchronic and diachronic unity. In and around a living 
body there are countless discrete material interactions and causal 
processes. What selects the relevant subset of those interactions 
and processes as bodily processes is, Aristotle contends, their 
subordination to the singular end provided by the soul. It is for 
this reason and in this sense that he maintains that the body is an 
organ of the soul. The body is posterior to the soul in that its 
identity conditions are parasitic upon it. For similar remarks 
about the soul’s relation to the body, see 407b25 and Part. An. 
642a9-11, with 645b14. For an account of the posteriority of the 
body to the soul, see Shields (2009) and for the broader back- 
ground of the relation between Metaphysics Z 17 and the sub- 
stantiality of the soul, see Shields (2008). 

Soul as Efficient Cause (415b21-6): The presence of the soul 
equally accounts for a full range of motions and alterations, 
ranging from locomotion, growth, decay, and even perception 
(aisthésis), which is introduced here as a sort of alteration: ‘per- 
ception seems to be a sort of alteration’ (aisthésis alloiésis tis einai 
dokei; 415b24). Perhaps Aristotle means only that perception is 
an alteration—sort of; his Greek is ambiguous on this point, since 
the word ‘tis’ here translated as ‘a sort’ might also be rendered as 
‘sort of ’—the so-called alienans tis. In any event, Aristotle even- 
tually will deny that perception is properly thought of as a kind of 
alteration (416b33—4, 431a5, with note to 416b32—417a2; see also 
the General Introduction § IV.B). 

Whatever type of alteration perception may be, ‘nothing per- 
ceives which does not partake of the soul’ (aisthanetai d’ outhen ho 
mê metechei psuchés; 415b24-5). As above at 415b29, Aristotle 
uses a verb with Platonic resonances in this passage: ‘to partici- 
pate in’ (metechein). He elsewhere criticizes Plato for using this 
word as a way of describing the connection between sensibles and 
Forms (Met. 990b31, 1037b19), though he finds it useful himself 
in other contexts, as when speaking of the logical relations 
between definitions (Top. 121a12). Here the word seems to be 
used in a fairly non-technical sense (cf. 406a12, 22, 410b23, 


205 


DE ANIMA BOOK II 


41245, 416b9, 433b30). One might also render it as ‘has a share 
in’, but that has been reserved for the similar verb koindnein 
(‘to have a share of’ or ‘to have in common with’) used just 
below at 415b27. 

However that may be, Aristotle here introduces little argument 
for his claim that the soul is an efficient cause, mainly relying 
instead on the observation that all and only living things engage 
in a full range of activities. Since soul is coextensive with life, it is 
plausible to regard the soul as the relevant causally sufficient 
factor. Earlier, in I 3 he had introduced as a datum that the soul 
moves the body by means of decision (proairesis) and reasoning 
(noésis) (406b24—5; with note to 406a16—b25). 


415b28-416a18: Against Empedocles; Against Heracleitus (?) 
Aristotle’s criticism of Empedocles has several related well- 
springs. First, and foremost, an account of the body’s unity 
given only in terms of the elements is insufficient. If, as Aristotle 
supposes, the various elements have natural directionalities (fire 
up and earth down), then something in addition to the mere 
presence of the elements is required to explain unity. If left to 
their own devices, earth and fire would head off in their naturally 
opposite directions. What principle holds them together? Accord- 
ing to Aristotle, this principle is the soul (416a8). What is more, he 
maintains, any attempt to explain perceived directionality in 
terms of the basic tendencies of the elements is unduly anthropo- 
morphic: the top of a plant is not its head, nor its blossom its 
mouth. Organs are functionally individuated, with the result that 
the roots of a plant, through which nutrition enters the plant, are 
analogous to the mouth (cf. 412b3; cf. Part. An. 686b18). 
Another sort of elemental account challenges Aristotle’s pre- 
ferred efficient cause of nutrition and growth, which is, again, the 
soul. Aristotle does not name the proponent of this account, but 
likely has Heracleitus in mind as his target (cf. Met. 984a7-8). 
Perhaps, because alone among the elements, fire is seen to spread 
and thus is said to ‘grow’ and also to ‘consume’ what it finds in its 
path, one should identify fire as the cause of nutrition and growth 
in living beings. Aristotle will himself implicitly deny that this 
way of speaking of fire can be both literal and correct at 416b9. 
Here, though, he is more concerned to resist any suggestion that 
fire could be a sufficient explanation of nutrition and growth, 
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because fire spreads in an unpatterned and unconstrained way, 
flowing towards the combustible without end, whereas living 
systems nourish themselves in patterned, limited ways, reaching 
maturity and then ceasing to grow. Instead, fire is at best a kind of 
co-cause (sunaition), a term Aristotle elsewhere identifies as a 
necessary condition, a mere sine qua non (e.g. Met. 1015a20). 

His rejoinder is, then, partly conciliatory: perhaps fire, or heat, 
is required for processing food in nutrition; but the presence of 
fire cannot alone suffice to explain the life process of nutrition. 
Aristotle himself allows near the end of the chapter that the soul, 
as final cause, employs heat in the digestion of food (416b27-8). 
Typically, then, Aristotle’s complaint is not that the Heracleitean- 
style account is positively wrong-headed, but only that it is woe- 
fully incomplete. This sort of sentiment is equally the purport of 
the final sentences of his criticism: Aristotle closes by making 
clear that he understands the suggestion being rejected to be a 
species of simple materialism, and therefore as incomplete in view 
of its failure to specify the formal cause (416a15-18). 


416a19—b9: A Return to Topic: A Difficulty about Food: Though 
differently related to the chapter’s main topic, the nutritive soul, 
both the criticisms of materialism (415b28-416a18) and the 
excursus concerning the soul’s status as a cause of the living 
body (415b8-27) have been somewhat digressive. Aristotle now 
returns solidly to the topic of the nutritive faculty by raising a 
difficulty about nutrition. Though obscure in some particulars, 
the dominant thrust of this section is clear enough. 

Since the same capacity of the soul is responsible for nutrition 
and generation (see notes to 415a22-b7 and 416bI1—28), it is 
necessary to be clear in the first instance about nutrition, because 
it is in virtue of this feature in particular that the function in 
question is distinguished from other capacities of the soul (per- 
haps, because, as we have seen at 415a27-8, not everything living 
is in fact capable of reproducing). Aristotle notes that some 
(including, presumably, Empedocles; frs. 62 and 90) think that 
nutrition, like growth, occurs by like affecting like, while others 
think the opposite, that nutrition is a case of what is unlike 
affecting what is unlike (cf. Phys. 260a26—bq). Aristotle adjudi- 
cates this dispute in a somewhat prosaic way, by pointing out that 
both sides have a point: food at the beginning of its journey is 
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unlike flesh, though once it has been digested to the point where it 
can be affixed to flesh, what was food has become like flesh. Cf. 
Gen. et Cor. 322a3. 


416b9-11: Eaters and the Eaten: A Methodological Circularity? 
This passage presents a potential problem of circularity for Aris- 
totle, and it is one which affects his general methodological 
principle of individuating capacities by their activities and activ- 
ities by their objects. The methodological precept endorsed in 
415a14-22 (see the note as well as the Introduction to this chap- 
ter) as applied here has it that the nutritive capacity of the soul is 
individuated by its activity, namely the nourishing of the ensouled 
body, which activity is in its turn to be individuated by its object, 
namely food (trophé). Now it turns out that food can be charac- 
terized only with reference to (or relative to, pros; 416b11) an 
ensouled body—that is, a body with at least a nutritive soul. The 
problem cannot be immediately set aside by saying that food is 
only co-incidentally related to the nutritive soul, in the way that a 
man is only co-incidentally a slave (see Cat. 8a13-28); for Aris- 
totle insists that food is not only co-incidentally related to the 
nutritive soul: food is itself a functional kind and is essentially 
such as to provide nourishment to living beings. 

Aristotle could either embrace or attempt to elude the circular- 
ity. Eluding it would involve noting that capacities of the soul are 
individuated by their objects and not therefore defined in terms of 
them. Perhaps there is no circularity in claiming that the xs are 
individuated by the ys, even though the ys are essentially defined in 
terms of the xs. Embracing the circularity would be to allow that 
capacities and objects are after all interdefinable, but then to aver 
that such circularities are benign: possibility is defined only in 
terms of necessity and vice versa, as are the positive and negative 
charges of particles. Indeed, given the commitment to the irredu- 
cibility of life reflected in Aristotle’s rejection of Empedocleanism, 
it is to be expected that for him psychic capacities cannot be 
defined in terms of predicates not drawn from life’s own domain. 

That leaves a question, however, of how the objects could yet 
be prior to the activities and faculties, as they must be if they are 
to individuate them. Aristotle does not face this problem in De 
Anima, though he does address it squarely in Categories 7, his 
chapter on relatives (pros ti). There he appeals to two related 
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considerations in arguing for the priority of objects of perception 
(aisthéta) over perception (aisthésis): (i) destruction of the objects 
of perception leads to destruction of perception; and (ii) possibly, 
objects of perception could exist without perception (Cat. 
7b35-8a12). Thus, he concludes: ‘hence, the object of perception 
(aisthéton) would seem to be prior (proteron) to perception (aisth- 
ésis) (Cat. 8a10-12). This suggests an attempt to elude the circu- 
larity which exploits the fact that ‘object of perception’ (aisthéton) 
might be taken factively (= something perceived) or modally 
(= something perceptible). To apply this sort of response to the 
current problem would involve Aristotle in allowing that food 
(trophé) might exist even though no living systems capable of 
existing in fact exist. 


416b11—28: The Nutritive Soul as Active and as Generative: An 
ensouled body is both an essentially living being and a quantity. 
Insofar as it is a quantity, it can be augmented in bulk; but its bare 
augmentation is not growth, since growth differs from getting 
bigger in being patterned and structured (cf. the criticisms of 
Empedocles at 415b28-416a18). Growth, unlike mere getting 
bigger, involves the active appropriation and subordination of 
nourishment for the preservation of a living substance. A pile of 
rocks alongside a garden gets bigger with the addition of each 
new rock, but is not fed in the process. In this passage, Aristotle 
relies heavily on his metaphysics of growth, a topic more fully 
explored in Generation and Corruption I 5, 322a16-33. 
According to that broader account, nutrition is a phenomenon 
of life, belonging to all and only (mortal) living systems. Living 
systems are, crucially, active in the procurement of their own 
nourishment. Aristotle ascribes the activity of nourishment pri- 
marily to the nutritive soul. This sort of ascription helps explain 
the difficult metaphor intended to distinguish two senses of ‘that 
by which it is nourished’ (h6(i) trephetai; 416b25-6). Aristotle 
contends that three factors must be present in a process of nour- 
ishing: (i) that which effects the nourishing (to trephon), that is, 
the primary or nutritive soul (hê prété psuché); (ii) that which is 
nourished (to trephomenon), that is, the body which has the soul (to 
echon tauten s6ma); and (iii) that by which it is nourished (hd(i) 
trephatai), the food (hê trophé). He then notes that (iii) might 
rather be understood still more broadly: the expression ‘that by 
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which it is nourished’ (hô(i) trephetai) might also mean the 
instrument employed in procuring nourishment. What is it by 
which the helmsman steers? Aristotle suggests that one might 
with equal correctness point to either of two different candidates: 
the helmsman’s own hand or the ship’s rudder. Similarly, he now 
suggests, in subordinating food to its own ends, the nutritive soul 
employs heat for the purposes of digestion. So, ‘that by which it is 
nourished’ (hô(i) trephetai) might be the food, or it might be the 
heat used in effecting digestion of the food. 

In offering this sort of analogy, Aristotle understands himself to 
be justified in relying on two theses advanced earlier in the chapter, 
that the soul is the efficient and final cause of the ensouled body (see 
note to 415b8-27). It is just barely possible that Aristotle’s analogy 
here also sheds some light on the otherwise perplexing question 
which closes II 1. Looked at through the lens of this passage, his 
question there concerned the issue of whether the soul was an 
actuality of the body in the sense of being its efficient cause. His 
answer here, if it is any sort of answer to that question, is that it is. 

In any event, Aristotle points out that nutrition finds its ultimate 
end not just in the organized growth of the organism, but ultimately 
in generating another like itself. Because it is appropriate to name 
things after their functions (it is appropriate to call a tin opener a 
‘tin opener’), the nutritive soul is also appropriately called the 
generative soul (416b25). In calling the nutritive/generative soul 
‘primary’ (prété; 416b25), Aristotle evidently means to call atten- 
tion to his contention that the nutritive soul is the most basic kind of 
soul in two senses: it is shared by every living mortal (415a24-5) and 
it is presupposed by the higher capacities of soul (413a30-b10, 
413b1 1-13, 414a29-b16, 434a22-30, and 434b9-25). 


416b28-31: The Appropriate Treatise: Aristotle closes the 
chapter by promising a fuller treatment of the sketch of nourish- 
ment advanced here. No treatise on that topic survives, though 
Aristotle elsewhere refers to the existence of one even more 
definitely than he does here (De Somno 456b6; Meteor. 381b13, 
with more tentative references also found in Part. An. 65obI0, 
653b14, 674a20, 678a19; Gen. An. 784b2). 

That said, as regards the metaphysics of growth (as opposed to 
the physiology one might expect in the Parva Naturalia), it is clear 
that this entire chapter draws heavily on Generation and Corruption 
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I 5; and as for the metaphysics of substantial unity, this chapter is 
importantly continuous with the conclusions reached in Meta- 
phyics Z 17. Both of these chapters are usefully consulted as 
background for the current chapter. 


CHAPTER 5 


Introduction to II 5 

Following his treatment of the most fundamental kind of soul, the 
nutritive soul, Aristotle turns to a full and rich explication of 
perception (aisthésis) and the perceptual soul (aisthétiké psuché). 
Considered in terms of the total number of chapters devoted to 
the topic in De Anima, perception dominates the work: the pre- 
sent chapter introduces the entire faculty; the next is given over to 
the nature of perceptible objects; the following five discuss the 
canonical five senses; and the second book closes with a return to 
a consideration of the entire faculty. Thereafter, Aristotle devotes 
another two further chapters, III 1 and 2, to issues pertaining to 
perception before turning to imagination (phantasia) for a single 
chapter, and thence to reason (nous) for three. 

Aristotle’s discussion of perception in De Anima is rich and 
nuanced, conducted for the most part in a less materially 
enmeshed way than the many comparable discussions found in 
the Parva Naturalia and his biological writings. We find Aristotle 
referring the reader to those more detailed discussions several 
times in the course of his treatments of the individual faculties 
here, more regularly to passages in De Sensu 3—5, which should be 
read in tandem with De Anima II 7-11. In general, in De Anima 
Aristotle is concerned to characterize the faculty of perception 
relatively abstractly, endeavouring to capture its essence and 
nature, together with the features crucial to the activity of per- 
ceiving, though he occasionally dips into the mechanics of the 
matter in order to make a given claim crisp and concrete. 

In approaching perception at this level of generality, Aristotle 
relies upon his hylomorphic explanatory framework, even while 
extending its analysis of change in order to take into account 
features of perception which do not fit comfortably or readily into 
that framework. (For a general characterization of Aristotle’s 
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extension of hylomorphic change to perceptual activity, see the 
General Introduction § IV.B). 

The current chapter begins by introducing perception as a 
species of being moved and affected, indeed, as a kind of alter- 
ation (alloidsis) and so as ripe for hylomorphic treatment given in 
terms of form reception (416b32-417a2). He does not, however, 
apply such a treatment immediately, preferring instead to raise 
some puzzles about perception which need immediate attention. 
First among these puzzles is why the senses do not perceive them- 
selves in the absence of external objects (41742). In approaching 
this puzzle, Aristotle finds it opportune to distinguish between 
kinds of potentialities and actualities, which distinction in turn 
provides an impetus for reflecting upon the ways in which we can 
and cannot treat perception as a straightforward instance of alter- 
ation liable to treatment in unadapted hylomorphic terms. 

Aristotle will ultimately avail himself of an extension of the 
base case of hylomorphic change understood as form reception: 
in the basic kind of change, the reception of a form displaces its 
contrary, as when a non-musical man becomes musical by study- 
ing the piano; in the extended kind, a change involves not a 
destruction of a contrary by a contrary, but of a perfection or 
actualization of something already present, as when a schooled 
pianist moves from potentially playing to actually playing. 


416b32—417a2: Perception and Alteration: Aristotle begins his 
account of perception by appealing to some general features of 
his hylomorphic approach to change. If a fence is made white by 
the application of white paint to it, then, contends Aristotle, the 
fence was suited to the reception of colour (because it has a 
surface), and the process of its becoming white was a process of 
form acquisition. As he himself notes, Aristotle had already 
contended that perception is a kind of alteration at 415b24— 
or an alternation, kind of (see note to 415b8-27). (This latter relies 
on the so-called alienans tis, the use of the Greek indefinite cham- 
pioned in this chapter by Burnyeat (2002: 74): ‘a perception is an 
alloiésis tis in the alienans sense, “alteration of a sort”: an alteration 
from which you cannot expect everything you would normally 
expect from alteration’.). Thus, one way of taking Aristotle’s lan- 
guage in that earlier passage, as here, is to treat it as qualified or 
tentative, roughly akin to the distinction in colloquial English 
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between ‘Unitarianism is a sort of religion’ and ‘Unitarianism is a 
religion—sort of.’ Aristotle may be tempted by the looser, more 
tentative understanding, because he also insists, later in this same 
chapter, that the sort of transition involved in perceiving and 
reasoning is either not a species of alteration or else a different 
kind of alteration, one which must be carefully distinguished for 
the kind of alteration countenanced in the base case of hylomorph- 
ism. See note to 417b2-16 for a discussion of his motivation. 

The question of whether in perception like is affected by like 
is also discussed in Generation and Corruption I 7. It is worth 
recalling in this connection Aristotle’s view that a commitment 
to the like-like theory created difficulties for those of his prede- 
cessors, discussed in I 1 and especially in I 5. Aristotle’s own 
approach to this matter, as is typical for him, divides the question, 
deciding that ‘it is affected while being unlike what affects it, but 
when it has been affected, it has been made like it and is such as 
what affected it is’ (418a5—6). When he does so, however, he raises 
a serious question regarding the manner in which what is affected 
is made like what affects it. See note to 418b3-5 (cf. 417a18-20 
and note to 431a4-6). 


417a2-14: A Puzzle about Perception: Aristotle’s first puzzle 
about perception (aisthésis) is, like some others among his puz- 
zles, puzzling in its own right. Initially, the puzzle seems clear: 
given that a sufficient condition for perception is the presence of a 
sensible object to a properly functioning sensory faculty, why is it 
there is ‘no perception of the senses themselves’ (tôn aisthése6n autôn 
ou ginetai aisthésis,; 41743)? The eyes are, after all, themselves 
coloured, the nose has odour, and so forth. (It is sometimes remarked 
in this connection that one can in fact taste one’s tongue.) As formu- 
lated, the puzzle speaks only of ‘perception’ (aisthésis), which some- 
times refers to the faculty, sometimes the activity, and sometimes to 
the sense organs (more regularly called the aisthétéria). In this case, it 
is clear that Aristotle is speaking of the activity of perception and not 
of the faculty or organs. His puzzle is thus why, given that the sense 
organs themselves have perceptible features, their presence is not 
immediately sufficient for their being perceived. Yet, unless we are 
looking in a mirror, we do not see our eyes. We might put his question 
in English by wondering why the senses do not sense the senses. 
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The puzzle about this puzzle arises not in its statement, which 
seems reasonably clear, at least initially, but in its proffered 
resolution, which seems not to address the puzzle introduced in 
any direct or obvious way, leaving the impression that the puzzle 
set by Aristotle was understood by him in some way other than 
has just been suggested. In his response to his puzzle, Aristotle 
adverts to a view he is on the brink of articulating, namely that 
the sensory faculty is in potentiality, and that just as the combust- 
ible requires an actual spark to ignite into fire, so perception 
requires an actual external object as its object. 

Again, this is puzzling insofar as it seems not to address the 
puzzle just articulated. For, according to that articulation, the 
sensory faculties are already assumed to be in potentiality: an eye 
is potentially seeing when no object of sight (Aoraton) is present to 
it; it is actually perceiving when, in suitable conditions, such an 
object is present to it. The organs themselves have features in 
virtue of which they are such objects; because made ultimately of 
the material elements, they should have the properties whose 
presence is sufficient for perception (417a5-6), and yet they are 
not perceived. If, by contrast, stress is to be laid on the fact that 
external objects (tôn ex6; 417a4) are required, then the appeal to 
potentiality and actuality seems idle. For then the answer is 
simply that the senses do not perceive themselves because they 
are not external to themselves. Looked at from this perspective, 
the puzzle is either not as it seemed, or its answer seems to miss 
its point. 

Aristotle’s language in setting the puzzle suggests that it is one 
he himself finds at least initially puzzling (‘There is a puzzle as to 
why ...; echei d’ aporian dia ti...; 41742). This suggests, then, 
that the initial puzzle is more than it seemed. One possibility is 
that the assumption made in the original explication of the puzzle 
is false, namely that the question pertains to why the senses do not 
perceive the ‘sense organs themselves’. This assumption is 
reflected in the rendering of the phrase tôn aisthéseén autôn 
preferred in the text; (417a3; cf. De Sensu 440a19). Aristotle 
might in principle also mean the sensory faculty (aisthétikon) or 
the activity of perception (as aisthésis most often means), but then 
it would be odd for him to proceed by characterizing the potential 
objects of perception by saying that ‘present in them are fire, 
earth, and the other elements of which there is perception either 
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in themselves or in respect of their co-incidental properties (417a4-6). 
This sounds very much as if he has the sensory organs in mind. That 
assumption then seems reasonable, and it is perhaps confirmatory 
that it is made in common with most (though not all) of Aristotle’s 
ancient commentators (Them. in DA 54. 23; Phil. in DA 291.3; Alex. 
Aporiai kai Luseis 82. 35; cf. ps.-Simplicius in de An. 118.3). 


417a14-20: Types of Potentiality and Actuality; Acting and Being 
Affected: | However Aristotle’s solution to his puzzle about per- 
ception is to be understood, its appeal to a potentiality/actuality 
distinction occasions a discussion of that topic which, with some 
interruptions and asides, extends through the rest of the chapter. 

Aristotle has already introduced a distinction into grades of 
actuality and potentiality in De Anima in II 1 pertaining to the 
soul and illustrated by knowledge (see note to 412a2 1-2; cf. Phys. 
255a33, Met. 1050a21-3). Here he applies this same distinction to 
perception, and, though the text is uncertain, evidently to the 
object of perception as well (aisthéton; 417a13). Aristotle’s point 
about grades of potentiality pertaining to perception is just that 
we can speak of someone as ‘having perception,’ i.e. as having a 
faculty of perception, or as ‘having a perception’, i.e. as exercising 
that faculty, that is, as perceiving something right now. Even a 
sleeping person has an actual faculty of perception, but is at that 
moment—and for that reason—merely in potentiality with 
respect to perception. The distinction finds an English analogue 
when we speak of a blind person as someone who does not see, 
where we mean that she lacks the faculty of sight; a sighted person 
who does not see, by contrast, can see, but is not exercising the 
faculty at present. 

Aristotle’s probable contention that the object of perception no 
less than perception itself admits of degrees of potentiality natur- 
ally gives rise to the suggestion which follows, that there is a sense 
in which what is moved, what is affected, and what is actualizing 
are the same. An actual capacity to perceive is yet in potentiality 
until it is moved by an object of perception, in which case its being 
moved and affected is the same process as something’s actualizing 
it. A surface which is potentially white is, while being painted, 
being altered just when what alters it is actual, namely the actual 
process of a painter painting (cf. 416b33, with note). For a useful 
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discussion of the framework provided by Aristotle’s account of 
change and its application in this chapter, see Kosman (1969). 

Although the matter is complicated by some discussions else- 
where (especially Met. 1048b18—35, where a critical distinction 
between actuality (energeia) and motion (kinésis) is introduced), 
Aristotle’s stated reason in the present context for arriving at this 
conclusion helps show why he believes that being moved, being 
affected, and actualizing are the same. A motion or a change, 
when moving towards its resolution, is at that time potential 
because perforce incomplete (else it would no longer be changing 
or moving), but at the same time an actualization (else it would 
not be changing or moving in the first place). The exact textual 
reference intended at 417a17 is unclear. Some likely candidates 
are: Phys. 201a10-b31; Met. 1048b28; EN 1174a19. 

On the way in which like is and is not affected by like in the 
process of perception, see note to 418b3-5. 


417a21-b2: Further Concerning Potentiality and Actuality: 
Although it at first appears that Aristotle is merely reiterating 
the distinction between grades of actuality made above at 
417a10-14, in fact the discussion in this passage incorporates 
the earlier distinction and adds further content. In the earlier 
passage we learned that someone might be in potentiality with 
respect to knowledge in one of two ways, by being ignorant or by 
being enlightened while not actually making use of that enlight- 
enment at the moment, only the first of which potentialities is 
destroyed as it is left behind in the process of actualization. Now 
Aristotle adds the further content: someone is in potentiality of 
the sort which is destroyed by its opposite when learning occurs 
merely by being a member of a genus with the right sort of matter, 
while someone who already knows but is not contemplating at 
present can do so at will. The first person cannot contemplate at 
will, since he lacks the conceptual wherewithal; he needs to be 
taught before he is in potentiality in the higher degree which 
permits contemplation at will. The second person can, by contrast, 
contemplate at will, because she already has, in actuality, all of the 
wherewithal she needs to do so. Significantly, in the next section 
(417b2-16), Aristotle will contend that as regards degrees of poten- 
tiality, perception and reasoning are not perfectly parallel. 
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It is striking that in the present passage Aristotle evidently 
allows, as he does in Metaphysics M 10, at 1087aI19-20, that 
contemplation (thedrein) may be understood as having an individ- 
ual object. The translation seeks to leave this open by rendering 
‘tode to A’ as ‘this A’, though it might also be more strongly 
translated as ‘this particular A’. Although it has a clear parallel 
in the passage from Metaphysics M 10, this passage does not 
comport with Aristotle’s more standard contention that perception 
is of the particular, while thought is of the universal (see note 
to 417b16-27; cf. APo. 87b28-88a2, 100a6-b1; Met. 1039b28- 
1040a7, 1087a19-20). In Metaphysics M, unlike the current pas- 
sage, Aristotle suggests that contemplation of the particular 
requires: (i) an appeal, whose precise contours are disputed, to an 
actuality-potentiality distinction; (ii) a background knowledge 
of the universal; and (iii) some sense in which the particular 
co-incides with the universal (Met. 1087a19); see the glossary 
entry on co-incidence (Kata sumbebékos). If we accept the stronger 
translation (viz. ‘this particular A), then we have, on the basis of 
this parallel, some conception of how contemplation can after all 
be of an individual. In this respect, see Heinaman (1981), who also 
renders precise some of the larger themes associated with Aris- 
totle’s contention that contemplation can be of the particular. 


417b2-16: Complexities Concerning Being Affected and Alteration: 
The text of this passage is a bit uncertain, with the result that 
Aristotle’s intended meaning is difficult and disputed. There are 
two contrasts at play: (i) one between two ways of something’s 
being affected: ‘Nor is being affected unqualified’ (417b2); and (ii) 
another between two ways of regarding alteration as it occurs in 
various psychological processes, where, in some cases, one: ‘either 
should not be said to be affected or there are two types of 
alteration’ (417b6—7). It is only the second contrast which creates 
difficulties, and then only in some instances. 

In the simplest case, (i) and (ii) cohere easily. Aristotle has already 
maintained that only the standard kind of hylomorphic alteration 
involves the destruction of a contrary by a contrary, whereas some- 
thing which is already ¢ (e.g. someone who already knows the 
Pythagorean theorem), but is now not making its $-ness fully actual 
(someone who is not attending to the Pythagorean theorem), pre- 
serves the $-ness in the transition to its full actualization (see notes to 
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412a21-7 and, in this chapter, to 417a14-20). Now Aristotle points 
out that the latter sort of transition is either not an instance of 
alteration at all or is of a discrete sort, which needs to be distin- 
guished from destructive alteration. 

The second main claim (ii) is more difficult, especially in its 
application to teaching and learning. It is initially confusing to 
find Aristotle denying (or seeming to deny) at 417b10-11 that 
teaching occurs when someone leads someone from potentially 
knowing to actually knowing. Is this not precisely teaching? What is 
more, Aristotle goes on to contend that when actual teaching does 
occur, either the student is not affected or there are two types of 
alteration (417b12-14). Again, though, one will want to know how 
a student fails to be affected or altered in the process of learning. 

Some have thought to remove the oddness of Aristotle’s first 
remark about the impropriety of calling a leader a teacher by 
regarding the one leading someone from potentiality to actuality 
as not teaching her, e.g, the Pythagorean theorem, but rather as 
inducing her move from the second stage of potentiality (i.e. from 
knowing but not attending) to the complete state of actuality (i.e. 
to knowing and attending). A day-care provider on an outing to 
the beach with her charges might divide the children into the 
swimmers and non-swimmers and then instruct the swimmers to 
swim and lead them into the lake; but she is not then their 
swimming teacher. 

If that is so, however, why does genuine teaching not involve 
the destruction of a contrary by a contrary? Teaching, when 
successful, evidently involves the destruction of ignorance by the 
learning which supplants it; and this seems a straightforward 
form of alteration, one not easily assimilated to the kind of non- 
destructive development we have seen in the case of one moving 
from one degree of actuality to another, higher degree. Moreover, 
this seems to be Aristotle’s own contention just above at 
417a30-1, where he speaks of one ‘being altered through learning, 
with frequent changes from an opposite state’. 

This need not be a contradiction, if Aristotle now intends to 
suggest that there are two ways states might be contrary to one 
another: (a) broadly, so that the change from ignorance to know- 
ledge is the destruction of a contrary by a contrary; or (b) nar- 
rowly, so that only two positive states stand in contrariety to one 
another, where the acquisition of a positive state (hexis) inherent 


218 


COMMENTARY 


to a kind of thing is rather a development into that thing’s own 
nature. The broad notion fails to distinguish the kind of change 
which occurs in development and maturation from change in 
general. When a grey wall is painted white, the greyness is des- 
troyed by the encroaching whiteness. It is not so easy to specify in 
any non-artificial way what positive attribute is destroyed when a 
child learns to walk. (Cf. Phys. 255a30-b5; Met. 1019b6-9, 
1022b22, 1069b10-12; EN 1174a13-b13.) 

If that is correct, then, Aristotle offers in this passage two 
distinct ways in which psychic changes are not alterations: (i) 
when something already actually 4 transitions into its fullest 
state of actuality with respect to $-ness; and (ii) when something 
not already actually $ becomes actually ¢ by developing into a 
positive state (hexis) natural and characteristic to its kind of 
thing. This would implicitly divide the second half of Aristotle’s 
general contrast into two. He says: ‘either should not be said to be 
affected or there are two types of alteration, (i) one a change 
towards conditions of privation and (ii) the other towards positive 
states and a thing’s nature’ (417b14-16). Looked at this way, the 
second half of the contrast would then itself be twofold: (ii. a) 
a change into a positive state consonant with a thing’s nature 
(epi tas hexeis), and (ii. b) a change into that thing’s nature (tên 
phusin). One might say in case (ii. a) that a teacher does not alter 
a pupil, because she does not make her other than she already is 
essentially, namely the kind of being capable of knowing, that 
is, a being with a rational soul. To teach is to develop a pupil 
into a positive state consonant with her nature. 


417b16—27: The Potentiality of the Perceptual Faculty; Some 
Consequences: In learning, the acquisition of settled knowledge 
is equally the acquisition of a positive state (hexis). Aristotle has 
just suggested that the acquisition of knowledge is natural for 
beings capable of knowing. Learning is then the ‘first change’ 
(prété metabolé; 417b17) in the direction of actual knowing, 
whereas in the case of perception, the first change is complete at 
birth, having been effected by the parents. This is to say, then, 
that animals have their matter already enformed so as to be born 
with an ability to perceive which does not have to be developed 
further: infants can see, though they must learn in order to know. 
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This, at any rate, is Aristotle’s probable meaning. The text here 
is compressed and perhaps corrupt. The sentence translated as ‘In 
what is capable of perceiving, the first change is brought about by 
the parent; what is born is also already able to perceive, just as we 
have knowledge’ (417b16—18) reflects both an editorial decision 
and an interpretive expansion. As for the expansion, one might 
possibly render the last section as ‘when it is born it has perceiving 
too just as it has knowledge’ (echei édé hésper epistémén kai to 
aisthanesthai; 417618). This is, however, unlikely to be his mean- 
ing, since Aristotle has just said that acquiring knowledge and the 
ability to contemplate at will requires in the learner a change from 
one contrary to another, presumably, then, from ignorance to 
knowledge (epistémé). The translation offered agrees with the one 
offered by Alexander (Ap. kai Lu. III 3. 85), though it must be 
said that the linguistic parallels used to justify it by, e.g., Hicks 
(1907: 358) are rather strained. 

This interpretation is perhaps strengthened by the thought that 
Aristotle has allowed above that someone capable of perceiving 
may yet not be perceiving, as when sleeping (417a10—12). (If it is 
doubted that sleepers fail to perceive, it will yet be possible to 
think of humans in sensory deprivation tanks.) So, someone fully 
equipped to perceive may not, in the absence of an external 
object, which is made by Aristotle a necessary condition of per- 
ceiving (417b28), actually perceive. The consequences, assuming 
this interpretation, are (i) that animals do not need training or 
habituation to perceive, because they arrive fully equipped for the 
task (cf. Met. 1047b31-1048a1); and (ii) they are at a level of 
actuality akin to someone on the cognitive side who has already 
learnt; and (ili) that actual perceiving is akin to active contem- 
plation and not mere knowing. Aristotle embraces the second 
consequence plainly at De Sensu 441b22. 

Given that one who knows but is not contemplating can do so 
at will (417427), one might expect the same ability for someone 
equipped with sense perception, since by (ii) they are at the same 
level of actuality. As we have seen, however, Aristotle denies this 
consequence, since a necessary condition of actual perceiving is 
the presence of an external object of perception, the presence of 
which is not immediately subject to will. By contrast, someone 
who has actual knowledge has, in some sense, the universals 
already present in the soul. The precise sense in which the 
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wherewithal to contemplate is in the soul of one who knows is a 
matter for investigation (cf. 429a22-31, 431b26—432a3), though 
the contrast upon which Aristotle depends is so far unproblem- 
atic. The woman in the sensory deprivation tank cannot will 
herself to see its surfaces, though she can think that those surfaces, 
like all surfaces, are limits of a three-dimensional body. 

Aristotle explains the need for external objects in perception by 
appealing to his dominant practice of understanding perception to 
range over particulars and thought over universals (A Po. 81b6, 
87b28-37, 87b39-88a7; cf. note to 417a2I-b2; Met. 1039b28- 
1040a7, 1087a15-20). The basic idea is simply that perception is 
activated by the presence of a particular perceptible to a function- 
ing faculty of perception, while thought requires greater activity on 
the part of the thinker. That Aristotle deviates from this doctrine in 
its simple form, even in the present chapter, does not impugn his 
ability to appeal to it in explaining why conditions differ for the 
transitions from grades of actuality in the cases of perception and 
knowledge. At any rate, if the (slightly) fuller picture of Metaphys- 
ics M 10 (see note to 417a21-b2) requires prior association with a 
universal before ‘contemplating’ a particular falling under it, in the 
sense of co-inciding with it, then he may continue to insist that 
perception requires activation by the presence ofa particular object 
of perception (aisthéton) in a way in which reasoning (noésis) or 
contemplation (theérein) does not. 


417b27—418a3: Summary; the Inadequacy of Ordinary Language: 
Tracking the distinctions drawn in this chapter between various 
degrees of potentiality and actuality and their sundry relations to 
Aristotle’s hylomorphic analysis of change and alteration is a 
delicate matter. The general illustration he now employs by way 
of summary is coarse, though serviceable: we say that a boy is 
potentially a general and that a grown man is potentially a general, 
though we do not ascribe the same states of readiness to them; nor 
do we think their transitions into generalship traverse the same 
paths, since one is a proper part of the other. Aristotle notes, fairly, 
that we do not have words to mark the distinctions we have 
observed between the ways our psychic faculties need to be affected 
and altered in order for actual perception and contemplation to 
occur. So, he suggests, we shall have to make do with our ordinary 
language, while being alert to the fine-grained distinctions such 
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language obscures. (There are similar remarks made at 426a12-14; 
cf. EN 1107a34—b2, 1115b3I-3). 

It would not be fair, however, for Aristotle to fault the inad- 
equacies of ordinary language alone. Rather, he has seen the need 
to deviate from his own standard model of hylomorphic change in 
order to account for the variety of transitions he has himself 
thought necessary to identify in his general account of perception. 


418a3-6: Assimilation and Being Made Like: These final sen- 
tences are given as summary, though they do not serve to recap- 
itulate the main claims in the chapter. A crucially important claim, 
that the perceptual faculty (aisthétikon) is in potentiality such as its 
objects are in actuality, is introduced as having already been made. 
This claim has not, however, been made in these terms in this 
chapter or earlier—though what Aristotle now concludes can be 
gleaned from 417a12-20 in a general sense; and 418a4—5 does seem 
to bea clear echo of 417a18—20. What is not settled by the language 
of this summary is how the sense faculty is in potentiality such as 
(hoion; 418a4) its objects are already in actuality; nor does the 
account thus far decide precisely how the perceptual faculty is 
made like (hémoi6tai; 418a5) its objects once it has been affected. 
For some competing approaches to the proper understanding of 
these matters, see the General Introduction § IV.B. 

Interestingly, the final resolution of the like-like controversy in 
one respect directly parallels the resolution Aristotle had offered 
in the case of nutrition (on which, see note to 416a19—bg). There 
Aristotle had equally settled the matter by splitting the difference: 
before it is altered by the digestive process, food—the object of 
the nutritive soul—was unlike what it eventually nourished; once 
captured and altered by the nutritive soul, it was like the ensouled 
body. So too, evidently, with the objects of perception: at the 
beginning of the process, perceptual faculty and perceptual object 
are not, in the relevant sense, alike; but the complex alterations in 
perception bring faculty and object into likeness with one another. 
The causal directionalities seem opposite, however: food is made 
like the ensouled body, whereas the perceptual faculty is made like 
its objects. It is in any case important to understand this general 
conclusion in connection with 424a1-5, where it is significantly 
qualified, and 424a17-24, where it is appreciably augmented. Cf. 
also Generation and Corruption 324b13-31. 
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CHAPTER 6 


Introduction to II 6 

In response to a procedural question posted in IT 1 (402b10-14; cf. 
note to 402b9-16), Aristotle had determined that discussion of 
the senses properly begins with their objects (see the Introduction 
to II 4, together with notes to 402a23-b8, 402b9-16, 418a1 1-17, 
and 429b10-21). In this chapter, he follows the precepts laid 
down there by considering the kinds of perceptible objects 
there are. He claims that ‘perceptible object is spoken of in 
three ways: in two cases we say perceptible objects are per- 
ceived in their own right, and in one co-incidentally’ (418a8-9). 
Of these three, the first two are perceived in their own right (or 
per se; kath’ hauto, 418a8-9), and the third only co-incidentally 
(kata sumbebékos; 418a9). Finally, of those which are per- 
ceived in their own rights, one sort is exclusive to each sense 
(or peculiar or proper to that sense, idion; 418a10), and another 
is common (koinon; 418a11). Aristotle does not argue that 
these categories are exhaustive, though this seems to be his 
working assumption. In general, this brief chapter for the 
most part prefers description to argumentation. Still, Aris- 
totle’s treatment of the sensible objects distinguished here 
does provide grounds for agreeing that the distinctions he 
draws do capture natural and defensible categories. 

It is noteworthy that Aristotle’s distinction between two kinds 
of perceptible objects into the exclusive and common objects runs 
partially parallel, extensionally speaking, to later entrenched dis- 
tinctions, differently motivated, between primary and secondary 
qualities. The common perceptibles listed in this chapter are 
‘motion, rest, number, shape, and magnitude’ (418a17-18). Com- 
pare Locke: ‘These I call original or primary qualities of body, 
which I think we may observe to produce simple ideas in us, viz. 
solidity, extension, figure, motion or rest, and number’ (Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding II 8. 9). On the parallel, see 
Block (1965), and Ganson (1997), who investigates in an instruct- 
ive manner the more general question of the relation between 
Aristotelian sensible qualities and a primary-secondary quality 
distinction. 
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418a7-11: Taxonomy of Sensible Objects: Aristotle’s conten- 
tion that a perceptible object (aisthéton) is ‘spoken of (/egetai) in 
three ways’ (418a8) reproduces in his standard language his oft- 
repeated non-univocity judgement, a judgement to the effect that ¢- 
ness does not have a single meaning, or that the ds do not form a 
single natural class. In many cases, Aristotle’s contention is best 
taken intensionally, where it is most readily understood as a claim 
about non-extensional semantic value (for instance, that Jove is 
spoken of in several ways, as between, e.g., ‘Manfred loves his son’ 
and ‘The newly reunited couple made love into the small hours’; cf. 
Topics I 15). In other cases, Aristotle’s judgement is more naturally 
taken extensionally (for instance, that friendship is spoken of in 
three ways, that there are friendships of advantage or business 
friendships, friendships of affection, and true friendships; EE 
1235a17—20, 1236a7—-19). Here Aristotle is making an extensional 
judgement, that there is not just one kind of perceptual object. 

We accept Aristotle’s non-univocity contention if we agree that 
‘perceives’ differs at least in some measure in these applications: 
(i) my eyes perceived blue; (ii) the trail guide perceived motion in 
the bushes; and (iii) she perceived that her daughter was a bit 
peaky. Framed in terms of the objects of perception, (i) corres- 
ponds roughly to exclusive objects, those objects in terms of which 
the individual sensory modalities are individuated (see note to 
418a11-17), (ii) picks out common objects, those not perceived by 
any one sense alone (note to 418a17-20), and (iii) identifies 
objects which are neither exclusive nor common, but instead 
involve the identification of objects co-inciding with special or 
common objects (see note to 41a20-4). 

Whether taken extensionally or intensionally, Aristotle’s non- 
univocity judgements are regularly accompanied with a positive 
judgement to the effect that one sense is core or controlling 
(kurion) relative to the others, because most primary or basic. In 
this case, he contends that exclusive objects form the base case 
(see note to 417a24-5). 


418a11-17: Exclusive Objects of Sense: Aristotle introduces 
two distinct conditions for an object’s qualifying as exclusive: (i) 
it cannot be perceived by another sense; and (ii) it presents as 
somehow deception-proof. Although he does not say so, he pre- 
sumably regards these conditions as individually necessary and 
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jointly sufficient. With respect to (i), it is clear that Aristotle 
supposes that the natures of the various discrete exclusive objects 
render them detectable each by one sense only: it is not an 
accident that colours cannot be heard or odours touched, except 
perhaps incidentally (cf. 425a30-b3). This fact, if it is a fact, 
underwrites Aristotle’s contention that the objects of sense pro- 
vide the individuation conditions for the individual sensory 
modalities. In this connection, as Aristotle himself later observes 
(422b17-34), touch presents some difficulties. Touch detects the 
hot, the smooth, the rough, and the wet, among others. So, it is 
hard to see what the exclusive object of touch might be, unless we 
are to stitch these together under the rubric of the tangible; if we 
go that route, however, we seem to identify the object of touch by 
the sense itself and so are left without a non-circular way to 
individuate the sense by its objects. Such potential circularity 
has equally threatened in other contexts in which Aristotle has 
sought to individuate psychic faculties by their correlative objects 
(see especially notes to 415a14—22 and 416b9-11). 

Aristotle’s contention that we are not deceived with respect to 
the special objects of sensation sounds a common, if not perfectly 
consistent, theme for him. He often suggests that the senses (or 
that we, when using the senses) cannot be deceived with respect to 
exclusive objects (427b12, 428a1 1, 430b29; De Sensu 442b8; Met. 
1010b2-26). This claim appears importantly qualified, however, 
at 428b18 (regarding which, see note to 428b10—429b30). 

To assess Aristotle’s thesis it will be necessary to determine 
both its strength and its extent. Some questions relevant to these 
determinations include: Are the (nearly) incorrigible objects in 
any sense private? Does Aristotle mean that the senses cannot be 
deceived or that we, using the senses, cannot be deceived? What is 
the role of judgement in the constitution of these claims? About 
what precisely can we not be deceived? Something propositional 
or non-propositional? That we perceive colour? That colour is 
present? That a colour is not an odour? This last question is not 
motivated by the current passage, though it is strongly suggested 
by Metaphysics 1010b2-26. If Aristotle means only that we will 
never mistake a sound for an odour, then his point is rather more 
limited than it would otherwise first appear. Further, when he 
later qualifies this contention at 428b18, Aristotle says that we 
might be deceived to some small extent about white, not about 
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colour as such, the more coarse-grained object specified in the 
present passage. Is this difference significant? 

Aristotle provides at least some direction with respect to these 
questions in the present passage when, by way of contrast, he 
allows that we are not incorrigible with respect to what or where 
the coloured or sounding thing is (418a16). 


418a17-20: Common Objects: Common objects are not exclu- 
sive to any one sense. Hence, since we perceive common objects in 
their own right, if a necessary condition of perceiving an object 
non-co-incidentally is its being perceived by a single sensory 
faculty, then there is, of necessity, a kind of common sense (or 
common perception; koiné aisthésis) in addition to the five sen- 
sory modalities. Aristotle evidently accepts a faculty of common 
perception, though he does not motivate it by just this argument. 
Indeed, one might well doubt whether there are grounds for 
ascribing any such argument to Aristotle, since his stated view 
here is not that a necessary condition of perceiving an object in its 
own right is being perceived by a single sensory faculty, but rather 
that some objects perceived in their own right are exclusive 
(idion), because they are perceived by one sense alone. He does 
not say, conversely, that each sensory modality can perceive only 
its exclusive objects. On the contrary, he identifies one common 
object, motion (kinésis) as ‘in some cases...an object of percep- 
tion for both touch and sight’ (418a19-20). See also note to 
425a14-b3. 

Aristotle displays some variation on two matters pertaining to 
common sensibles. First, his list shifts from work to work: here he 
includes motion, rest, number, shape, and magnitude, though in 
De Sensu (442b5-7) he adds the rough and smooth, and the sharp 
and the blunt as well, objects introduced as exclusive to touch in 
De Anima 422b25-7. This first variation may be partly generated 
by a second. In the present passage, Aristotle suggests that com- 
mon objects are perceptible by all senses (418a19), though in De 
Sensu (437a 8-10) he suggests that some are perceptible only by 
sight and touch (Cf. also De Insomn. 458b4; De Mem. 450a9; EN 
1142427). 

If a sufficient condition for being common is being per se (or in 
its own right, kath’ hauto) perceptible without being exclusive 
(idion), then the suggestion that common sensibles can as such 
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be perceived by all senses cannot be sustained. Further, and at 
any rate, it is difficult to see how some of the items listed even in 
this passage could be perceived by each and every one of the 
sensory modalities. Thus, for example, it is not easy to appreciate 
how shape is perceived by smell. A more relaxed condition would 
hold only that common perceptibles are detectable by more than 
one sense; the contrast with exclusive objects of perception would 
remain sustainable, since they are perceptible by one and only one 
sensory modality. For a fuller discussion of common perception, 
see III 1, with note to 425a14—b3. 


418a20—24: Co-inciding Objects: A witness asked what he saw 
at a crime scene might reasonably respond that he saw a red 
Jaguar speeding away. Which sense has as its exclusive objects 
red Jaguars? Aristotle suggests that no sense, properly speaking, 
perceives any such object in its own right (or per se; kath’ hauto). 
Rather, sight perceives red, and only insofar as the red object of 
sight co-incides with a car does Aristotle allow that one sees the 
Jaguar. In this case, he suggests, the red Jaguar is a co-incidental 
object of perception, that is, an object co-inciding with some 
proper or exclusive object of perception. In so speaking, Aristotle 
is not maintaining that it is improper linguistically or otherwise to 
talk of perceiving a red Jaguar. On the contrary, he is allowing 
that we perceive such objects, but not in the manner of exclusive 
objects or common objects. Nor does he maintain that one con- 
structs co-incidental objects of perception from perceptual data 
derived from exclusive objects; still less does he imply that one 
somehow infers the existence of co-incidental objects from the 
several perceptions of exclusive objects. 

Aristotle’s concern in this passage is evidently in part to iden- 
tify the features of perceptible objects in virtue of which they are 
perceptible (418a23-4), and so to highlight those qualities appro- 
priately cited in connection with a hylomorphic theory of percep- 
tion of the sort characterized in the last chapter. However the 
sensory faculty is to be made like a red Jaguar, this feat is 
accomplished by being made like the colour and shape of the 
car, not by its being made car-like (cf. note to 418b3-5). For the 
language of co-incidence (kata sumbebékos) employed in this 
connection, see APr. 43a33; APo. 83a1-14; see also the glossary 
entry on co-incidence. 
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418a24-25: The Core Notion of Sensible Objects: The chapter 
has divided sensible objects into those perceived in their own right 
and those perceived co-incidentally, and has introduced exclusive 
and common objects as species of objects perceptible in their own 
right (418a9-I1). One might expect Aristotle here, immediately 
after characterizing co-incidental objects of perception, to point 
to exclusive objects as the most proper or fundamental sort 
relative to both other kinds of objects. Strictly, however, he says 
only that exclusive objects are basic relative to things perceptible 
in their own right; perhaps, though, this is because he now takes 
it as established that as a category the per se is prior to the 
co-incidental (so much being the likely purport of 418a22-3). 

In any event, unsurprisingly, exclusive objects are now charac- 
terized as the most proper or core case of per se sensible objects. 
Aristotle’s characterization of them as proper (or controlling; 
kurion) is not intended to indicate that the other kinds of sensible 
objects are improper, but only that the non-exclusive are poster- 
ior to and somehow derivative upon the exclusive (cf. Phys. 
191b7; Gen. et Corr. 314a10; EN 1144b4). While it is easy to see 
how co-incidental objects are derivative, it is less obvious why 
common objects are to be so regarded. Aristotle’s conclusion in 
this regard may be connected to his earlier contention that exclu- 
sive objects afford the highest degree of immunity to error (on 
which, see note to 418a11-17). 


CHAPTER 7 


Introduction to II 7 

Chapters 7-11 characterize the individual senses, each in consid- 
erable detail. In some respects, these discussions have only anti- 
quarian interest, insofar as they rely upon outmoded physiology 
and obsolete physical theory. In many other respects, however, 
these chapters shed considerable light on Aristotle’s hylomorphic 
theory of perception and therefore lend considerably to the joint 
tasks of characterizing and assessing that theory. 

Just as the commentary to De Anima I stressed the philosoph- 
ical over the doxographical, so the commentary to II 6-11 
emphasizes the theoretical over the mechanical. 
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The present chapter characterizes sight, though along the way 
Aristotle extends some of his remarks about the importance of the 
existence of a medium for perception to the other sensory modal- 
ities as well. It is noteworthy that Aristotle begins with sight, 
when his announced principles require him to begin from the 
bottom up, from the most widely diffused to the most rare. 
Following this principle would call for him to begin with touch, 
as the most basic and widespread form of perception (413b5-6, 
414b3, 415a4, 435a13-b2; cf. 434b10-30). Aristotle’s decision to 
begin as he does may reflect a conscious plan to treat sight as a 
paradigmatic perceptual modality (429a3), or it may simply 
betray the unreflective optocentricism characteristic of many 
philosophers. He does, however, connect the primacy of sight to 
its role in action and especially knowledge acquisition: ‘sight, 
more than any other sense, provides knowledge and clarifies the 
differences among things’ (Met. 980a24-17). 

However that may be, the principal ingredients required for 
sight are: (i) distal objects; (ii) colour; and (iii) a medium affected 
by the visible object. Aristotle will go to some lengths to preserve 
the presence of a medium for the other modalities, though it is not 
always immediately clear what he takes to be at stake in this 
regard. On the one hand, when we perceive distal objects, there 
must be a medium affected by the object’s qualities unless we are 
willing to countenance action at a distance; this, however, is per- 
fectly consistent with the absence of a medium for other modalities, 
including most obviously touch (see note to 419a7-15). 

For more detail on sight, see De Sensu 3. 


418a26-b26: Sight, Light, and the Visible: The object of sight is 
colour, as well as something ‘which has no name,’ says Aristotle, 
where he has in mind what is now generally referred to as phos- 
phorescence (though may more properly be termed /uminescence; 
418a27-8, 419aI-6; De Sensu 418a26-8). Aristotle at first ignores 
the phosphorescent and focuses on colour. Colour sets the trans- 
parent (diaphanes) in motion, where the transparent is equally 
present in water and air. Colour is only briefly characterized 
as that inhering in the surface of what is seen, which is, in 
its nature, capable of setting an actual transparent in motion 
(cf. De Sensu 439a30—-b13). The actual transparent is the lighted 
transparent, since light actualizes the transparent in the medium 
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of sight but does not create it (cf. 419a7-9); the transparent is 
equally present in the dark, though evidently only in a state of 
potentiality. 

When he calls colour the visible, or the object of sight (horaton; 
418a29), Aristotle is presumably speaking in a somewhat restricted 
sense, since he elsewhere denies that the visible and colour are the 
same (Phys. 201b3—-4, Met. 1065b32) and has just now held that the 
phosphorescent is also visible, though it is not a colour; so colour 
and the visible are not even coextensive. If this is not perfectly 
perspicuous, it is not really in this respect problematic either 
(though it again raises problems for the suggestion that faculties 
are individuated by their objects; see notes to 415a14—22, 
416b9-11, and 418a11-17). Here he may fairly be understood as 
holding that colour is a primary and paradigmatic object of sight. 

Since we have seen that Aristotle’s list of sensible qualities 
marches in step with the secondary qualities of later traditions 
(see the Introduction to II 6), it is worth asking whether he 
assumes in this chapter that colour is always seen, or whether 
there is unperceived colour. To begin, one may ask whether 
Aristotle regards colours and other sensible qualities as intrinsic 
monadic features of external objects which exist whether per- 
ceived or not. The issue is complicated, and the present chapter 
does not decide the matter. One linguistic consideration to be 
borne in mind when approaching this issue pertains to an ambi- 
guity in Greek: when Aristotle speaks of the visible, or the object 
of sight, the horaton, he uses a word which may be either factive 
or modal. He may mean, that is, what is in fact seen or what can be 
seen, that is, what is visible. The translation tries to capture the 
ambiguity to the degree that it is possible to do so. In any event, 
when he says, e.g, that light is a necessary condition of the visible 
and contends that every colour is seen in light (418b2-3), he may 
mean that there is no colour without light, or more trivially that 
though there is colour without light, it is not visible until the 
transparent in the medium through which it is perceived is illu- 
minated (cf. 419a7-9; De Sensu 447411). 

That said, Aristotle complicates the question in a welcome way 
when he applies the potentiality/actuality distinction to the 
objects of perception at 431b24-6 (see note to which; cf. 41744, 
422a17). 
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418b26—419a7: The Transparent and the Phosphorescent: Some- 
thing transparent may be illuminated or not. Fire, or something 
capable of illuminating the transparent, makes the medium actual, 
whether it be air, water, or the semi-translucent solids mentioned at 
418b7 (presumably glass, crystals, and the like). This is the sense in 
which light is a sort of colour of the transparent (418b11; cf. De 
Sensu 439a18): although it is not itself a colour, because, not 
inhering in the surface of any body (cf. Phys. 210b4), light makes 
the transparent an actual medium of colour. 

Aristotle never names the phosphorescent as such in this pas- 
sage, suggesting instead that the items seen in the dark, glowing 
without an illuminated medium, lack a name but must be counted 
as visible (418a27). Aristotle mentions mushrooms, horns, and 
various fish bits (De Sensu 437a31 adds cuttlefish ink). An obvi- 
ous question arises as to why glow-in-the-dark objects should not 
be counted as coloured. One quick answer is that, as we have seen 
(418b2-3), without light there is no colour. This mainly postpones 
the question, however: why, in that case, given that we can see 
glowing objects, should we accept that there is no colour without 
an illuminated medium? One more consequential response 
appeals to the nature of colour, which is twice defined causally 
or functionally in this chapter. At 418a31—-b2 and again at 
419a9-11 Aristotle uses strong language, the language of 
essence-specifying definition, when characterizing colour as that 
which is capable of setting the transparent in motion. If colour is 
essentially such as to cause motion in the transparent, and this is 
possible only with light, then what is seen glowing in the dark will 
not qualify as colour. In this sense, the issue will turn on a 
substantive discussion of the nature of colour, a discussion not 
undertaken in this chapter or elsewhere (though cf. Topics 
103b32, 120b21; De Sensu 439b11). Unfortunately, the discussion 
to which Aristotle refers at 419a7 does not seem to exist. 


419a7-21: An Argument for the Necessity of a Medium: After 
summarizing the main results thus far, that colour is what is seen 
in light (419a8), while light is the actuality of the transparent 
(419a11), Aristotle contends that a medium is not only typical 
for sight but necessary: (i) if someone places a coloured object on 
the eye itself, seeing does not accrue; (ii) the only or best explan- 
ation of (i) is that seeing requires a medium (no medium, no 
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seeing); hence, (iii) seeing requires a medium, viz. the transparent. 
The argument thus structured expands a bit upon what Aristotle 
says in the text, though this seems to be the tenor of his thought; 
he does not state (ii), though seems to be relying on some such 
premise. The argument may seem to be of little moment if one is 
indifferent to the question of whether a medium is required for 
vision. Yet given Aristotle’s tendency to treat sight as a paradig- 
matic sensory modality (see the Introduction to this chapter), it 
has some disturbing implications. If we suppose that a medium is 
required for sight, and accept sight as paradigmatic, then we will 
be tempted to infer that a medium is required for every sensory 
modality. This indeed seems to be Aristotle’s actual conclusion, 
with the result that he will want to insist that even touch and taste 
(which will prove to be a species of touch) require a medium. 
These further conclusions then require special pleading. Indeed, 
there seems to be some tension in Aristotle’s final position, inas- 
much as we are to infer that sight requires a medium on the basis 
of the fact that we cannot see what touches the eye, even while 
touch itself requires a medium to operate. (See note to 419a22-b3; 
cf. 422b34—-423a13, 431bI-26.) 


419a22-b3: The Account Extended to Other Modalities: Aris- 
totle closes the chapter by generalizing the result of 419a7-15 to 
the other sensory modalities. Just as sight requires a medium, so 
too do smell and hearing, and for the same reason. When an 
object with the relevant sensible quality is pressed against the 
organ, no perception results. Aristotle allows that the case is not 
so obvious with respect to touch and taste, but promises to 
provide a reason to extend the view to them as well. He delivers 
on his promise in II 10-11, offering an intriguing argument at 
422b34—423a13 intended to show that the kind of contact we 
experience in touch only serves to show that flesh is itself the 
required medium. 

It is noteworthy that Aristotle closes the chapter as he began it, 
compelled to introduce a nameless something into his account of 
perception. If a medium is necessary for perception, then just as 
the transparent, which is common to air, water, and certain 
bodies, serves as the medium for colour, so there is something, 
unnamed, common to air and water which plays the same role 
for odour. Since fish can, Aristotle supposes, smell (Hist. An. 
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533a31—-b5), then there must be something common to air and 
water capable of conveying odour from the scented object to the 
sensory organ. The Greek commentators kindly named it the 
‘transodorous’ (diosmon) for Aristotle (Alex. in Sensu 89.2). 


CHAPTER 8 


Introduction to II 8 

In view of its pronounced physiological orientation, Aristotle’s 
treatment of hearing and sound offers less insight into the 
character of the hylomorphic theory than some of his other 
chapters on perception. Indeed, although the chapter is meant 
to be dedicated to the sense of hearing, Aristotle veers into topics 
which, however interesting, may seem only peripherally related to 
his overarching hylomorphism. To the extent that this appearance 
is accurate, the chapter will add little to our understanding of his 
more theoretical orientation in much of the rest of the work. Still, 
one can glean interesting and consequential data from a close 
reading of Aristotle’s primarily physiological focus. 

Aristotle characterizes the nature of sound; he asks whether an 
object struck or an object striking is rightly deemed the cause of 
sound; he identifies and characterizes voice as an especially import- 
ant kind of sound; and he determines the sort of physiology required 
for the production of vocal sound. On the last topic, he pauses to 
explain why fish do not have voices: they lack vocal chords. 

In one way, then, this chapter (like the next, on smell) has a 
comparatively local interest. It is somewhat out of keeping with the 
general level of theorizing characteristic of much of the rest of De 
Anima, displaying a tone and interest more typical of the more 
empirically oriented Parva Naturalia. Indeed, in the relevant sec- 
tions of De Sensu 6 and 7, Aristotle allows that he has little to add 
to the treatment of sound offered here (see, e.g., De Sensu 440627). 

That allowed, if one approaches the chapter armed with ques- 
tions drawn from the general theories of perception (aisthésis) in 
II 5 and II 12, some interesting, if controversial results accrue. 


419b4-33: Actual and Potential Sound: It is natural to 
assume that the distinction between actual and potential sound 
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drawn in the beginning of this chapter corresponds in some way 
to a distinction between perceived and unperceived sound. The 
subsequent discussion in this section makes clear, however, that 
Aristotle’s initial distinction is less consequential than it first 
seems: it is really rather a distinction between the kinds of things 
which are capable of producing sound and the kinds which are 
not. Brass urns sound when struck by a metal mallet; a tuft of 
wool hit with a blade of grass does not. The question of actual and 
potential perception emerges in a more interesting guise at 425b26 


(cf. 417a10, 431b24-5). 


419b33—420bq4: Void and the Air: Some of Aristotle’s remarks 
regarding void and the air are initially obscure; others are initially 
surprising. Surprising is the claim at 419b33—4 that the ‘the void 
(kenon) is rightly said to be chiefly responsible for hearing.’ This is 
surprising not least because Aristotle elsewhere vigorously com- 
bats the existence of the void as something impossible (Phys. 
213b32-214a17). Aristotle is not, however, contradicting his 
own view of the void, but rather reporting that the void is 
rightly said (/egetai, 419b33)—sc. by those who wrongly identify 
the air with the void—to be responsible for hearing, since air 
(= what they wrongly think of as the void) causes hearing when 
it moves as a continuous mass and reaches the tympanum. 
Although for consistency’s sake kenon is rendered as ‘the void’, 
here it is also worth noting that the ordinary adjective kenos 
means simply ‘empty’ or ‘devoid of’. 

Less surprising but more obscure is Aristotle’s contention that 
‘air is congenital (sumphués) to the organ of hearing’ (420a4). The 
text is understandably debated here, and various commentators 
have taken it variously. The translation follows a sensible if not 
strictly necessary suggestion of Ross, and also treats hearing 
(akoé) as the organ of hearing, which has evident parallels at 
419b8 and 425a4. On these assumptions, Aristotle’s meaning 
emerges with reasonable clarity: the organ of hearing has air 
within it as a natural or congenital feature. As Aristotle proceeds 
to explain (420a4-5), it is not just that air in general is required for 
hearing (it is), but that air must be enclosed within the ear itself, to 
receive the motion transmitted via the air without. 

This same requirement helps to explain a further obscurity in 
this passage. Aristotle contends that the ‘air inside the ears has 
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been encased, in order to be unmoving, so that it can accurately 
perceive all the variations of motion’ (419a9-11). In fact, the air 
within is not altogether unmoving, but relatively so, as is clear 
from 420a16—-17. On the view advanced, the air within the ear is 
not accidentally encased as it is, but rather so as to detect sound- 
bearing motions optimally; were it already moving or easily 
dissipated, it would not be suited to be affected as it is by fine- 
grained motions in the air striking it. Here, then, Aristotle relies 
on the background teleology of this account of perception in 
general: we may, in this passage as elsewhere, better understand 
the structures of the sensory organs if we appreciate that they are 
suited by nature to perform their functions. 


420b5—421a6: Voice: Although it is dedicated to sound and 
hearing, Aristotle pauses in this chapter to consider a special 
kind of sound, voice (phéné). He does not restrict voice to 
human, significant speech (see Gen. An. v 7; Hist. An. 535827), 
though only living beings are capable of producing it. Nor, how- 
ever, does he suppose that every sound produced by a living being 
qualifies as an instance of voice. Here (at 420b12), for instance, 
Aristotle remarks that fish in the river Achelous emit sounds 
without having voices. This is explained in Hist. An. iv 9: they, 
along with various other fishes, make unvoiced noises. Their 
sounds are not strictly instances of voice, because they lack the 
requisite organs; hence, even if one may speak of them as having 
voices in an extended sense, this will in fact be more closely akin 
to the perfectly understandable but non-literal way in which we 
describe instrumental parts in a polyphonic score as voices. 
Sometimes Aristotle speaks of voice as the matter (Au/é) of the 
bearer of semantic value, where the contrast evidently involves 
him in denying that voice is the immediate bearer of semantic 
properties (Gen. An. 786b21; Met. 1038a6). If that is so, then 
voice is wider than speech, though narrower than bare breath- 
induced sound (cf. Pol. 1253a14). Since he also requires voice to 
be produced along with a definite appearance, or perhaps more 
loosely with some kind of imaging (meta tinos phantasias; 
420b32), Aristotle does seem to be thinking of voice as nonethe- 
less related to representation of some sort. So, perhaps he is 
thinking of snarls, sighs, and groans of exasperation as voiced, 
as opposed, e.g., to hiccups and coughs (420b34). If so, then he 
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means to suggest that nothing has voice without also having at 
least rudimentary capacities for mental representation. Cf. 
433629, with note, for a distinction between kinds of imagination. 

This explanation coheres with a point Aristotle makes about 
voice in Politics I 2, which in its turn serves to explicate his 
remarks about the role of voice in the attainment of well-being 
in the present chapter (420b19-22). In the Politics (1253a7—18), 
Aristotle notes that voice (phdné) pertains to pleasure and pain, 
which non-human animals experience, whereas discourse (/ogos; 
1253a14), which among the animals humans alone manifest, has 
a role to play in articulating what is advantageous and what not, 
and so also what is just and unjust, and so finally what is good and 
what evil. Rational exchange regarding all of this is necessary for 
political life. As other gregarious animals, like bees, congregate in 
rudimentary societies, humans, the political animal, form 
together into societies which are political communities as well, 
and this they do first for the purpose of living but finally for the 
purpose of living well (Pol. 1252b29-30, 1253a31-7). Thus, one 
requisite for human flourishing is semantically laden voice, that 
is, speech. Voice, then, is in this way required for the attainment 
of living well (to eu; 420b22). 


CHAPTER 9 


Introduction to II 9 

As with his treatment of hearing in the preceding chapter, Aris- 
totle’s discussion of smell is largely physiological in character (see 
the Introduction to II 8). It is augmented in several respects by De 
Sensu 4-5. Like the last chapter, however, it too contains some 
puzzling and opaque remarks, and has some interesting implica- 
tions for Aristotle’s broader perceptual hylomorphism as well. 

Aristotle introduces smell as more difficult to characterize than 
the senses thus far considered, hearing and sight. He explains this 
difficulty by noting humans have a comparatively weak and 
imprecise faculty of smell, one far inferior to that capacity as it 
is manifested in some other, non-human animals. He does not 
say, however, precisely why this causes a difficulty in specifying 
what it is (though see note to 421a7-16). 
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Much of the chapter is devoted to a problem generated by a 
physiological difference between animals which breathe and 
those which do not: some animals smell, even though they do 
not breathe air. By contrast, humans cannot smell without inhal- 
ing. This particular problem and its resolution contribute little to 
our understanding of perception generally, though in the context 
of addressing it Aristotle does point out that any perception of 
scent, of any kind, is as such an instance of smelling (see note to 
421b21-3). This suggests, then, one way in which his account of 
perception is functionally driven: to smell just is to perceive scent, 
irrespective of the particular organ deployed, in this instance 
perception. 

Johansen (2005) offers a detailed account of this chapter, argu- 
ing plausibly that it is more consequential for our general under- 
standing of Aristotle’s approach to perception (aisthésis) than is 
typically supposed. 


421a7-16: The Obscurity of the Sense of Smell: Aristotle 
regards the human sense of smell as feeble in two respects: it is 
the weakest of the five human sensory modalities and it is plainly 
inferior in power and discrimination to many non-human ani- 
mals (see De Sensu 440b31-441a3). This latter point might mean 
one or more of several different things, not necessarily in com- 
petition with one another: that some non-human animals can 
make finer-grained discriminations than humans; that they can 
detect fainter traces of odour; or, more consequentially, that 
non-human animals are better able to act on the basis of olfactory 
information. 

In one respect, however, as the parallel discussion of De Sensu 5 
makes clear (see esp. 443b21-444b7), Aristotle holds humans 
superior to all other animals. According to that discussion, odours 
divide into: (i) those co-varying with flavours, which prove to be 
only co-incidentally pleasant or unpleasant, altering with the dis- 
positions of the perceiver’s degree of appetite; and (ii) those which 
are appetite-independent, like the scents of flowers, which prove, 
according to Aristotle, to be agreeable in their own right 
(443b26-7). Only human beings, he somewhat surprisingly thinks, 
have perception of the second sort. 
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In the current chapter, Aristotle mainly focuses on the ways in 
which humans are inferior to the other animals, likening the way 
humans smell to the way that hard-eyed animals see. He thinks 
that insects, beetles, and lizards see only dimly, because it is as if 
their semi-transparent eyelids have adhered to their eyes, thus 
affording them the protection they need but resulting in vision 
much inferior to soft-eyed creatures (De Sensu 444625; cf. Part. 
An. 657b29-658aI, 691a24). He does not here offer a parallel 
physiological reason for the deficiency of the olfactory organs in 
humans. 

Even so, he does advance the judgement in passing that 
humans are more intelligent than other animals, which he derives 
from their having a much more precise sense of touch (421a20-2); 
he then proceeds to secure this latter judgement, rather unstably, 
by noting that humans with delicate flesh—presumably, then, to 
those with flesh more attuned to fine-grained gradations in the 
tactile—have a greater aptitude for intelligence than those with 
hard flesh do (421a23-6). 


421a16—b8: Smell as Analogous to Taste: The text of this pas- 
sage is troubled. On the text as translated, Aristotle suggests that 
scents are analogous to flavours and are named after them: ‘But 
just as we said, because smells, unlike flavours, are not especially 
clear, they have taken their names from things by way of likeness’ 
(421a31-br). An alternative text, preferred by Torstick (1862), 
Hicks (1907), and defended by Johansen (2005: n.8) might be 
translated: ‘But just as we said, because smells, unlike flavours, 
are not especially clear, they have taken their names from them 
[i.e. flavours] because of a likeness in things.’ Although both texts 
are possible, and both give some sense to the passage, Ross’s 
emendation gives an overall better sense. Hence, since either 
translation requires some manner of emendation, Ross’s is per- 
haps marginally to be preferred. If we accept that determination, 
then Aristotle’s point pertains in the first instance to the first kind 
of odour distinguished in De Sensu 5 (see note to 421a7-16), and 
is reasonably clear at least in this connection: he is noting that we 
speak, e.g., of melon scent or lemon scent, by their relation to 
melons and lemons—even if we detect a melon scent in a glass of 
Chenin Blanc or a lemon scent in table wax. The text as translated 
then also allows him in principle to extend the same point to 
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scents of the second sort, scents pleasant in their own right, as 
when we speak of lilac scent or patchouli scent, even though we 
are not in the habit of eating lilacs or patchouli plants. 

Be that as it may, Aristotle’s main point in this stretch of text is 
that flavours are more determinate in humans than smells are, 
and because more discretely apprehended, they are also more 
naturally discriminated and named. 


421b9-21: The Medium for Smell: Aristotle adduces several 
arguments for the contention that fish smell. If he is right, then 
air cannot be the medium of smell. Presumably, just as there was 
something common to air and water as a medium of colour (see 
note to 418a26—b21), namely the transparent, so there is some- 
thing common to them as a medium for smell. Aristotle has 
already suggested that this medium lacks a name (see note to 
419a22-b3). 


421b21-3: Sufficient Condition for Smelling: Aristotle worries 
about the plain fact that humans smell only when inhaling, 
whereas other animals, the bloodless ones, cannot inhale and 
yet have a sense of smell. The source of his worry is at first a bit 
obscure, though it is noteworthy that he is keen to insist that its 
resolution cannot make recourse to a sixth sense in fish. On the 
one hand, he believes that it is in some sense impossible for there 
to be more than five senses (see the Introduction to III 1). More 
importantly, Aristotle here makes the perception of scent suffi- 
cient for smelling, going indeed so far as to say that smelling 
is just the perception of scent (421b22-3). This strengthens 
Aristotle’s more typical contention that the modalities are indi- 
viduated by their objects (see note to 418a11-17, and the Intro- 
duction to II 4). 

Commentators have been concerned that he seems to suggest 
something false in this connection, namely that it is peculiar or 
exclusive (idion; 421b19) to humans to smell only when inhaling, 
when, as he knows, this is equally true of many other animals as 
well. Possibly he means only that it is peculiar to humans within 
the comparison class mentioned. 

In any event, Aristotle’s solution is physiological: inhaling 
opens a flap analogous to the eyelid, thus permitting a scent to 
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be present to the organ of smell as colour is present to the eye only 
when the eyelid—in animals which have them—is pulled back. 


CHAPTER 10 


Introduction to II 10 

Aristotle allies taste with touch insofar as neither requires an 
external medium, though in so speaking he does not deviate from 
his firm belief that every instance of perception requires some 
medium or other (see note to 422a8-17). His treatment of their 
connection carries over into the next chapter, which is dedicated to 
touch (see esp. 423b1-26). Like the preceding chapters, II 10 is 
primarily physiological in orientation. It does, however, contain 
the first hint of what will become an increasingly important theme 
in Aristotle’s conception of perception, that overly powerful objects 
can damage or destroy their correlative sensory modalities (see note 
to 422a20-31). Equally significant is the deployment of the actual- 
ity/potentiality distinction at the end of the chapter. Already intro- 
duced at the end of II 5, this distinction plays an important role in 
Aristotle’s general account of perception, though its precise con- 
tours are left undeveloped in this chapter (see note to 422bI5-16). 

Additional details regarding the physiology of taste can be 
found in De Sensu 4. 


422a8—19: The Objects of Taste as Tangible: Aristotle does not 
intend to suggest that the objects of taste are a subspecies of the 
objects of touch. For then, given his practice of individuating 
sensory modalities by their objects, taste would merely be a 
kind of touch, with the result that there would be four senses 
and not five (see notes to 418a1 1-17 and 421b21-3, together with 
the Introduction to IT 4). Rather, he contends that what is tasted is 
also something tangible, a point of contact which helps explain 
why neither sense requires an external medium. Aristotle sug- 
gests, in fact, that flavour perforce resides in something moist as 
its matter (422a11). Presumably, although he does not say so, his 
view is that although what can be tasted is of necessity something 
tangible, what it is to be tasteable differs from what it is to be 
tangible. Cf. 414b11, where Aristotle subordinates the objects of 
taste to the tangible, and 423a17—21 (with note), where he makes 
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clear that the senses of taste and touch are two, and not one, 
despite their close connection. 

Aristotle also makes much the same point, still more emphat- 
ically, in a polemical passage of De Sensu, where he derides the 
Democritean account of perception on the grounds that it would 
treat all the senses as special cases of touch (442a28-b2). 

That said, there remains a possibly consequential difficulty in 
Aristotle’s treatment of the relation between taste and the tan- 
gible, which one might express in the form of a heuristic dilemma. 
Either taste and touch have overlapping objects or discrete sets of 
objects. If they overlap, then it is unclear how Aristotle can 
maintain his preferred practice of individuating sensory modal- 
ities by their respective objects; if they are discrete, then it remains 
unclear precisely how taste is subordinated to touch. It is tempt- 
ing to approach the issue by distinguishing between broad and 
narrow conceptions of objects of perception (on which, see the 
General Introduction § III.B, and notes to 418a25, 424a29-b31, 
426a23, 432a3-6), by suggesting that the objects of taste overlap 
with the objects of touch considered broadly construed, so that, 
e.g. a lemon may both be touched and tasted—but it may equally 
be seen, smelled, and even heard. If we say, by contrast, that he is 
thinking objects narrowly construed, so that the flavours are 
objects of taste qua tasteable and objects of touch qua tangible, 
then we preserve the discreteness of the objects, but evidently at 
the cost of making them suited to individuate the sensory modal- 
ities since any such appeal would be plainly circular. This is, 
however, a sort of circularity, or potential circularity, one sees 
threatening elsewhere in De Anima. See, e.g., notes to 415a1 4-22, 
418a11-17, and especially 416b9-11, where the case of the nutri- 
tive soul and its objects is considered. 

The matter is compounded by the fact that touch already seems 
to admit of a plurality of objects, on which, see note to 422b17-23. 


422a20-31: Objects of Taste and Sight: Ranges of Contraries: In 
drawing a parallel between the objects of taste and sight, Aristotle 
contends that there are natural extremes in ranges of contraries 
beyond which the senses cannot operate. Beyond one extreme 
resides the non-perceptible, which might be so either contingently 
or necessarily. (Oscar Wilde deep in an unilluminated mineshaft 
cannot be seen, though, unlike the sound of a snigger, which 
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cannot in Aristotle’s view be an object of vision, Wilde can be 
seen when outside the shaft; cf. 421b6). Beyond the other extreme 
lie damage and destruction: when we perceive an excessively 
bright light or loud sound, the sense is temporarily rendered 
inoperative or, in extreme cases, permanently damaged. Aristotle 
adverts to this phenomenon several times in his treatment of 
perception (424a14, 29, 426a30, 429a31); because he uses this 
fact to ground a distinction between perception (aisthésis) and 
reason (nous) (see 429a29-b5, with note), it is worth asking pre- 
cisely what he understands to be damaged in sensory overload: 
the sensory organ (the aisthétérion) or the capacity (dunamis). 
(Aristotle will contend at 424a24-8 that the sensory organs and 
the sensory capacities are extensionally equivalent, though differ- 
ing in their essential natures.) Here he does not specify which he 
means, though he seems to have the capacity in mind (422431). 


422b15-16: Potentiality and Actuality in Perception: Aristotle 
closed II 5 with a somewhat underdeveloped parting observation, 
glossing his general account of perception (aisthésis) in terms of 
form reception and being made like (see note to 418b3-5). He 
closes the present chapter in a similar vein, though merely by 
treating taste as a special case of perception. After what he takes 
to be something approaching an exhaustive list of the kinds of 
flavours there are, all of which are ultimately some mixed ratio of 
the bitter (pikron) and the sweet (g/uku) (the point is made more 
fully in De Sensu 442a13-25), Aristotle suggests, in keeping with 
his general account of perception, that what is capable of tasting 
is in potentiality what the object of taste is in actuality. 

This passage accordingly presents data relevant to an interpret- 
ive worry (discussed in the General Introduction § IV.C) pertaining 
to what is meant by the contention that the faculty is made like its 
object. Two questions pertinent to this worry are: (i) what are the 
relata in the form assimilation and (ii) what are the conditions under 
which the altered organ is made like its objects? As for (i), Aristotle 
in this passage speaks simply of the faculty of taste or ‘what is 
capable of tasting’ (geustikon), just as at the end of II 5 he speaks 
of the general faculty of perception as ‘what is capable of perceiving’ 
(aisthétikon; 41843). Although no answer is given in the present 
section, his approach to (ii) in this chapter puts some strain on the 
suggestion that being made like involves literal form transference. 
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On that approach, what is capable of tasting will, when perceiving 
something with a chocolate flavour, come to be itself something 
chocolate-flavoured. 


CHAPTER 11 


Introduction to II 11 

Aristotle struggles a bit with the sense of touch, primarily because 
its objects are not readily identifiable. When he wanted to name 
the exclusive (idia) objects of each sense in II 6, Aristotle hesitated 
when he came to touch: ‘sight is of colour, hearing is of sound, 
and taste is of flavour, whereas touch has a number of different 
objects’ (418a13—-14; see note to 418a1 1-17 for the difficulties this 
presents). Given his practice of individuating senses by their 
correlative objects, the unavailability of an obvious unified object 
in the case of touch leads him to wonder whether touch is after all 
a single modality. This difficulty is particularly striking in view of 
the fact that touch is the only sense shared by all creatures with 
perceptual souls, and is thus the lowest demarcator of animality 
(see 413b5-6, 41443, 414b3, 415a4, 434b24, and 435a13-b2). 

In the present chapter Aristotle is primarily concerned with two 
issues pertaining to touch: (i) whether touch is a single modality 
(see note to 422b23-423a21); and (ii) whether, regarding the 
location of the sense of touch, one should regard the flesh itself 
as its organ or rather something internal, with the flesh serving as 
a sort of medium (see note to 423a22—b26). Subordinate to the 
second question, then, is a question pertaining to the medium of 
touch and its manner of conveying the tangible (see note to 
423b27-424a10). 

In the course of addressing these worries, Aristotle adverts to 
his overarching hylomorphic framework (423b30-424a6). To 
some extent, the peculiarities associated with touch stress that 
framework in ways which help bring into sharper relief Aristotle’s 
understanding of its contours and its appropriate application. 

For more on the physiology of touch, see De Sensu 4. 


422b17-23: Two Problems Pertaining to Touch:  Arristotle’s 
principal preoccupations with touch concern: (i) its lack of a 
single object, and (ii) the obscurity of its organ. The first concern 
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yields a problem concerning whether it is appropriate to treat 
touch as a unified modality at all. If it has discrete ranges of 
objects, then why should it be a single sense any more than 
hearing and smell are? The second matter raises a difficulty for 
Aristotle’s steady view that all perception occurs via some 
medium. If flesh is the organ of touch and its organ contacts its 
objects, then where is there room for (or need of) a medium? 


422b23—423a21: First Problem Addressed: Multiple Oppositions: 
Aristotle addresses the first problem immediately, though in a 
way which appears to skirt its real force. Sight sees colour; 
hearing hears sound; but touch has no single independently iden- 
tifiable object (cf. 418a13-14). Consequently, there is no single 
range of contraries whose admixture exhausts the range of its 
objects. That is, since colour is the object of sight, sight has a 
determinate pair of contraries, black and white, mixtures of 
which yield the colour spectrum (De Sensu 439b16-440a6). 
Touch, by contrast, says Aristotle, admits of a series of distinct 
contraries: hot and cold, dry and wet, hard and soft, and even, he 
allows, ‘whatever else is of this sort’ (423a27). 

His concern evidently centres on the following objection: (1) if 
x is a single sensory modality, x has a discrete, unified object; (2) if 
x has a discrete, unified object, then x ranges over a single 
determinate pair of opposites; (3) so, if x is a single sensory 
modality, x ranges over a single determinate pair of opposites; 
(4) touch ranges over several determinate pairs of opposites; 
hence (5) touch is not a single sensory modality. 

Aristotle responds by denying (2), since he insists that sight and 
hearing have discrete, unified objects, namely colour and sound, 
even though it is possible to identify various pairs of contraries in 
their range. Thus, in sound, for instance, we speak of highness 
and lowness, loudness and softness, and so on (422b29-31). 

The response does little to blunt the objection, since as Aristotle 
notes, it remains easy to treat the contraries specified as sonic 
contraries, or as contraries subordinate to colour. It is not clear, 
he allows, what the ‘substratum’ (hupokeimenon) of the various 
pairs of opposites identified by touch might be. In effect, Aristotle 
himself points out that a denial of (2) is a hollow victory, since (2) 
is easily rewritten as (2’): If modality x has a discrete, unified 
object, then x ranges over pairs of opposites specifiable only as 
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determinants of that object. (2’) evidently holds true of all sensory 
modalities other than touch; and with the appropriate adjust- 
ments to the remaining premises, the damaging (5) remains intact. 
In implicitly making this concession, Aristotle does not, of course, 
positively insist that there is no appropriate substratum, or object, 
of touch; rather, he concedes that if there is such, it is difficult to 
identify. 


423a22-b26: Second Problem Addressed: The Medium of 
Touch: It is plain that the eyes are the organs of sight, the 
ears of hearing, the nose of smelling, and the tongue of taste. 
What then is the organ of touch? One natural suggestion, now to 
be rejected by Aristotle, would be that the organ of touch is flesh. 
After all, as we see with the eyes, so, it would seem, we touch with 
the flesh: at any rate, just as Aristotle notes, perception occurs at 
the moment we handle tangible objects (423aI-—2). 

Aristotle disagrees with this easy suggestion and, by way of 
explaining his reasons for doing so deploys what Ross rightly calls 
‘a remarkable piece of imaginative thinking’ (1961: 262). Sup- 
pose, says Aristotle, that a membrane were placed upon the skin 
(we can imagine it to be a piece of cellophane). One would 
nonetheless perceive tangible objects at the moment of contact 
with them; but no one would want to treat this membrane as in 
any way an organ. This shows, Aristotle concludes, not that flesh 
cannot be the organ of touch, but, more narrowly, that the fact of 
simultaneous perception is not sufficient to treat flesh as the organ 
of touch. He contends, then, that we would reach the same result 
even if the membrane so placed became naturally attached (sum- 
phues; 423a5) to the skin. 

Imagining, perhaps, that someone might counter that in such a 
case we might well be entitled to treat simultaneous perception as 
evidence for the unwanted conclusion on the grounds that a 
naturally affixed membrane would be living, and thus plausibly 
an organ after all, Aristotle adds a second argument. Suppose a 
thin layer of air completely surrounding us became naturally 
affixed. Then, if we were to treat simultaneous perception as suffi- 
cient for something’s being an organ, we would be constrained to 
treat all sensory modalities as having the same organ, namely, the 
naturally affixed layer of air surrounding them. This result contra- 
venes the plain facts: the various modalities have distinct organs. 
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Once again, then, we are not entitled to infer that flesh is the organ 
of touch from the fact that perception of tactile qualities occurs 
simultaneous with the moment of contact. 

Aristotle’s preferred view holds that the organ of touch is 
internal (423b23; cf. Part. An. 656a27-30; De Iuv. 469a4-27). 
Even so, later in De Anima, he seems to suggest that flesh itself 
is the sensory organ. See note to 435a11-b3. 


423b27-424a10: Perceptual Objects, Discrimination, and the 
Mean: Aristotle closes the chapter in a manner similar to his 
ending of II 10, by positioning touch within his broader hylo- 
morphic theory of perception. Treating touch as a special case of 
perception, he infers that the organ in which it primarily resides is 
in potentiality what the object of touch is in actuality (see note to 
417b16-27). He further appeals to his contention that perception 
is a sort of being affected (cf. 416b33, 424aI1; see note to 
416b32-417a2). So, touch, either the faculty or the organ in 
which the faculty resides, is potentially what its objects are actu- 
ally, and is affected by them in being made actual. It is note- 
worthy that in this passage Aristotle seems to treat the sensory 
organ (aisthétérion; 423b30) as the subject which is made like. By 
contrast, in the conclusion to II 10, he spoke more generally of the 
faculty of taste or what is capable of tasting (geustikon), which was 
itself more in line with the end of II 5, where he spoke of the 
faculty of perception or what is capable of perceiving (aisthétikon; 
418a3) as the thing made like its object in perception (aisthésis). 
See also 422a7 and 422b15. 

In any event, Aristotle also applies the doctrine of the mean 
(meson) to touch. Just as what perceives black or white cannot be 
itself already actually so, so what perceives the hot or cold cannot 
already be hot or cold in a measure equal to what it is perceived. 
(Parents test the temperature of an infant’s milk by testing it 
against their own skin; when its temperature is not perceived, 
it is neither too hot nor too cold.) Although he has not yet 
articulated the doctrine to which he appeals here, it is clear that 
Aristotle has in mind the view he introduces more fully in the next 
chapter at 424a25—b3 (see note to 424a28-b3 for an explication 
of his position). Here Aristotle introduces something of signifi- 
cance which is later omitted, that the mean is capable 
of discriminating (it is kritikon; 424a6). By this he does not intend 
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to suggest that the mean is itself a faculty capable of judging or 
discriminating. Rather, he suggests that the presence of a cali- 
brated structure in a sense organ or faculty is something capable 
of being altered, and so allows the detection of sensible qualities 
by the perceiver. 


CHAPTER 12 


Introduction to II 12 

Having now completed his investigation of the various senses, 
Aristotle pulls back to offer a recapitulation of the general theory 
of perception in terms of which the individual accounts have been 
articulated. The present chapter, then, serves as a sort of bookend 
to II 5, which proceeds at a similarly general level. There are, 
however, some striking and consequential differences between the 
two chapters: (i) most significantly, Aristotle stresses here that 
perception involves the reception of the form without the matter 
(aneu tés hulés, 424a18—-19; see note to 424a17—24), where no such 
stricture had been offered earlier; further (ii) Aristotle now dis- 
tinguishes between the sensory organ (aisthétérion) and the fac- 
ulty (dunamis), maintaining that the faculty is not a magnitude 
(megethos) at all (see note to 424a24-8): and finally, (iii) in the 
present chapter, he codifies two related themes which, though left 
unmentioned in II 5, have emerged intermittently in II 7-11, that 
(a) the faculty is a certain kind of proportion (or ratio, logos); and 
(b) it can consequently be impaired or destroyed by excessively 
strong objects of sense (see note to 424a28-b3). 

Because the chapter is relatively brief, many of these themes are 
left undeveloped and have accordingly been subject to intense 
exegetical controversy. 


424a17-24: Perception as Receiving the Form without the Matter: 
The important formula introduced here comes as a bit of a 
surprise. Aristotle has spoken earlier of the media involved in 
perception as receptive (dektikon) (418b27—419a2), but he has not 
yet characterized the senses or the sensory organs in this way. 
Further, though he has said that the faculty is made like its 
objects, he has not earlier explained this contention in terms of 
receiving a sensible form without the matter (see note to 
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418b3-5). So, the important formula introduced here cannot be 
regarded as a generalizing summary so much as an attempt to 
encapsulate what has been advanced regarding the special senses 
in a new and theoretically enriched manner. 

Given the importance of this formula in understanding 
Aristotle’s general hylomorphic theory of perception, it is neces- 
sary to grasp each of its central terms precisely. Some pertinent 
questions towards this end: (1) what are the re/ata involved in 
form reception and (2) what does it mean to receive the form 
without the matter? 

Unfortunately, if unsurprisingly, each of these questions has 
given rise to exegetical controversy. Some first approaches to each 
question are: 

(1) Aristotle characterizes perception (aisthésis) as receptive of 
perceptual forms, but then goes on to specify the faculty (dunamis; 
423b25) as the relevant relatum. Note, however, that he elsewhere 
speaks freely of the sensory organ (aisthétérion) as what is receptive 
of the form (e.g. 425b23-4, 435a22-4); but the sensory organ and 
the capacity are not the same (see note to 424a24-8). 

So, he might have one of two different views in mind, according 
to which either the sensory organ or the capacity comes to mani- 
fest the form in perception. If one focuses on the sensory organ 
(aisthétérion), then some literalist conception of form reception 
becomes at least initially viable, whereas if the capacity (dunamis) 
is the relatum in view, then a variety of intentionalism gains some 
initial traction. (On the distinction between these two approaches, 
see the General Introduction § II.B.) So, the distinction is conse- 
quential, though the matter will not turn exclusively on this 
difference. (See also note to 424a24-8 on the relation between 
the sensory organ and the capacity.) 

As a further complication, when speaking of the objects of 
perception, Aristotle might be thinking of them as broadly or 
narrowly construed (thinking, e.g., of the rose as the object 
smelled rather than its scent, more narrowly; on this distinction, 
see the General Introduction § IV.B). Here he evidently has the 
broad notion of object in mind, since he suggests that a perceiver 
is affected by the things which have sensible qualities (424a21-3), 
but only insofar as they have sensible qualities. If that is correct, 
then there is a natural consequence for question (2), the question 
of what it means to receive the form without the matter. 
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There are two basic approaches to (2): (i) the perceiver receives 
the form without its matter, that is the matter of the broad object 
of perception which has the quality in question, i.e. the perceiver 
receives the rose’s scent, but not the matter of the rose itself; or (ii) 
the perceiver receives the form without making it enmattered 
upon reception. (Importantly, these two views are not finally in 
competition, in the sense that even if Aristotle intends (i) rather 
than (ii) here, or (ii) rather than (i), he might still believe the other. 

If we answer (1) by taking the objects of perception broadly, 
then it is a small step to understand the phrase ‘without the 
matter’ (aneu tés hulés, 424a18—-19) as referring to the matter of 
the objects of perception. Thus, when Juliet smells a rose, her 
olfactory capacity receives the sensible form of the rose without 
receiving the matter underlying that form as it is realized in the 
rose. This approach is evidently supported by the illustration of 
the signet ring whose impression is left in wax: the gold in which 
the form is realized in the signet ring is not received into the wax. 
Whatever the causal process of transference in the case of percep- 
tion, the matter in which the perceptible form is realized is not 
itself received into the capacity or organ. This passage is helpfully 
discussed by Ward (1988), Silverman (1989), Caston (1998), and 
Polansky (2007). 

This is equally the purport of the obscure-sounding contention 
that the sense receives the qualities of the objects of perception, 
but ‘not insofar as each of these is said to be something, but rather 
insofar as each is of a certain quality, and corresponding to its 
proportion’ (424a23-4). Aristotle means that when smelling a 
rose, a perceiver is affected by the rose not insofar as it is a rose, 
but insofar as it has a certain scent. The gloss ‘corresponding to its 
proportion (kata logon; 424a24) makes this still clearer: the pro- 
portion, sometimes rendered ‘ratio’ (Jogos) is the quality taken 
abstractly. Recall that ‘logos’ is in some cases to be taken non- 
semantically, as it is here (cf. Phys. 209a2; Met. 1006b1, 1030a7, 
1044b22; see notes to 403a3-27 and 418a7-11; see glossary entry 
logos). In the context of perception, this is especially so when it is 
intended to draw upon Aristotle’s contention that sensible qual- 
ities are ratios (logoi) of contraries (see note to 422b23-423a21; cf. 
De Sensu 439b16-440a6). Form reception, on this approach, 
involves becoming made like by being made to come to receive 
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a sensible form, considered as a ratio of contraries. Ward (1988) 
develops this sort of interpretation to good effect. 

Again, however, this interpretation does not by itself settle the 
overarching dispute between literalism and intentionalism, even if 
it paves the way for a form of intentionalism; for it does not by 
itself rule out literalism. 


424a24-8: The Relation of the Faculty to the Sensory Organ: This 
significant passage makes three important claims about the 
apparatus involved in perception. Although his terminology is 
not always perfectly consistent, Aristotle distinguishes here quite 
clearly between the sensory organ (aisthétérion) and the capacity 
(dunamis), and identifies the sensory organ as that in which the 
sort of capacity suited to receive perceptual forms without matter 
resides. In saying that the capacity and the organ are the same 
though differing in being (424a25), Aristotle means that they are 
extensionally equivalent but non-identical, because of their hav- 
ing distinct accounts. When thinking of particular extensional 
equivalence, Aristotle will say, e.g., that the musical man is the 
same as the white man, though they differ in being, because what 
it is to be a white man is not the same as what it is to be a musical 
man (Met. 1037b6; Phys. 202a18—20, b11-16). In the same way, 
though the capacity resides in an organ, what it is to be an organ 
is not the same as what it is to be a capacity. So, an account of the 
capacity of sight, e.g., will not be the same as an account of what 
it is to be an eye, even if, as Aristotle contends, the capacity is 
localized in the eye. 

Aristotle’s confidence on this point derives from his insistence 
that the capacity is not even a magnitude (megethos), while 
plainly the sensory organ is. Indeed, Aristotle extends this point 
to both the perceptual faculty (aisthétikon) and perception (aisth- 
ésis) generally: neither is a magnitude, but each is instead a 
proportion or ratio (Jogos) (424b26-8). Insofar as Aristotle thinks 
of the capacity (dunamis; 423b25) as the recipient of the sensible 
form, it follows that form reception cannot involve literal prop- 
erty exemplification; it would be a category mistake to think of a 
ratio as being blue, on a par with believing that squares snore. For 
more on the controversy regarding the proper understanding of 
form reception in perception, see the General Introduction § IV.B. 
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424a28-b3: Two Explanatory Consequences: Aristotle relies 
upon the results of the chapter thus far, including especially his 
contention that perception is not a magnitude, but a ratio (logos), 
to explain two further facts: (i) that an overly intense object 
destroys the sensory organ; and (ii) that plants do not perceive. 

His first contention, regarding intense objects of sense, has 
already been introduced in passing (see note to 422a20-31). 
Here Aristotle employs an analogy to explicate more fully his 
grounds for holding that, when overpowered, the senses are des- 
troyed. Just as an instrument loses its pitch when its strings are 
stretched beyond their limits, so a sense, when jarred out of ratio, 
cannot perceive. Aristotle’s explanation here should be under- 
stood in conjunction with his conception of a capacity (dunamis) 
as a certain kind of ratio involving a mean, to which he appeals 
in explaining his second fact, that plants do not perceive (cf. 
424a4-6, 431all, 435421). 

This second fact, that plants do not perceive, is taken as given, 
in need of no defence (cf. 414432). There is a sense in which plants 
are affected by tangible objects; but their being affected in this way 
does not eventuate in perception. Aristotle mentions three reasons, 
at least the first two of which are closely connected: (i) they lack a 
mean (mesotéta); (ii) they lack the sort of principle (here arché, not 
logos) suited to receive sensible forms; and (iii) they are affected 
with the matter (meta tés hulés; 424b3). Evidently (i) explains (ii): 
since a perceptual capacity is not a magnitude, but rather a certain 
kind of ratio (see note to 424a24-8), and a plant does not manifest 
such ratio, it does not have the internal structure requisite for form 
reception. Most probably, (iii) is intended to explain further, in a 
concessive vein, how plants are affected by sensible objects only in 
ways irrelevant to perception. 

If that is correct, Aristotle is actually guarding himself against 
an objection of the following form: (1) perception occurs when an 
ensouled being is affected by an object of perception; (2) plants, 
which are ensouled beings, are affected by tangible objects (tan- 
gible objects include the hot and the cold, 423a27); (3) so, on the 
hylomorphic theory adumbrated, plants should perceive; 
(4) plants do not perceive; hence, (5) the hylomorphic theory 
adumbrated is false. Aristotle denies both (1) and (2): (1) because 
something is capable of perceiving only if it has a suitably struc- 
tured sensory faculty (which plants lack); and (2) because plants 
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are affected by tangible objects, but not qua tangible. Taken this 
way, being affected with the matter need not be understood as 
sufficient for not being affected by the sensible form; rather, 
plants are affected only with the matter, and never by the sensible 
form qua sensible form alone. 

To be precise, then, one can imagine three scenarios: (i) x’s 
being affected with the matter alone; (ii) x’s being affected with 
the matter as well as the sensible form; and (iii) x’s being affected 
with the sensible form alone. Plants are affected in sense (i) only, 
since they lack the requisite faculties to receive sensible forms. 
Case (iii) occurs when animals, including humans, perceive. Case 
(ii) might in principle occur in animals, but perception will be 
indifferent to the matter received. This is the sense in which 
receiving a sensible form with its matter is not perception but is 
not sufficient for non-perception either. Drinking iced water will 
cool the tongue, but perceiving cold will consist not in the ton- 
gue’s being cooled, but in the capacity’s (dunamis) receiving the 
sensible form and being thereby appropriately altered. 


424b3-21: An Aporia about Smell and Soulless Affection: The 
last section of the chapter explores further problems pursuant to 
being affected by sensible objects in the absence of perception. 
Unfortunately, there are some textual problems which render the 
task of extracting Aristotle’s exact meaning difficult. The text 
reflected in the translation closes with a pregnant question 
which may or may not be intended as rhetorical. According to 
this reconstruction, Aristotle asks: ‘What, then, is smelling 
beyond being affected by something? Or is smelling also perceiv- 
ing, whereas the air which is affected quickly becomes something 
perceptible?’ (424b20-31). This same text might be translated as: 
‘What, then, is smelling beyond being affected in a certain way? ’ 
The latter translation would then echo a point made in II 5 (see 
note to 417b2-16) that ‘suffering something’ might be variously 
understood, with the result that some forms of suffering some- 
thing might not be regarded as alteration. 

An alternate text, favoured by Burnyeat (1995a) omits the ‘also’ 
(kai) to give: ‘Or is smelling perceiving, whereas...? Taken this 
way, Aristotle’s question may seem a bit ill-motivated, though he 
might be understood to be saying, roughly, “Or is it simply a brute 
fact that smelling is perceiving, given that form reception in the 
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case of those with the right sensory apparatus simply is percep- 
tion, whereas no medium has the requisite apparatus?” 

Taken as including the ‘also’, Aristotle’s question is highly 
consequential: if form reception, suitably understood as being 
affected in a certain way (paschein ti, 424b20; cf. notes to 
416b32-417a2 and 429a13-18), is sufficient for perception, then 
given that even the medium is, or seems to be, somehow itself 
affected, we might expect the medium itself to perceive. Since the 
medium manifestly does not perceive, then evidently either 
(i) being somehow affected (paschein ti) must be robustly, or 
technically, understood in the case of perception; or (ii) only spe- 
cifiable subjects perceive when they are so affected—or perhaps 
both (i) and (ii). If (i), then more will need to be said about the kind 
of affection involved in perception. If (ii), then a kind of explana- 
tory vacuity threatens: perception occurs when beings capable of 
perceiving are affected by sensible objects capable of affecting them 
in the way that occasions perception in such beings. (On the 
question of the ways in which the medium is or is not affected, 
see Johansen (1998), together with the review of Ganson (2000).) 

The worry understood in this way extends beyond the medium 
and is thus consequential for our eventual appraisal of Aristotle’s 
account of perception. On the text as reconstructed, Aristotle is 
exercised by a puzzle involving the transmission of sensible form 
in the absence of perception. Suppose, e.g., that a block of tofu 
sits in the refrigerator next to an onion. Eventually, the tofu will 
take on the odour of the onion. If odour is a sensible form, and if 
it is received by the tofu in being affected by it, then are we not 
constrained to say that the tofu perceives, that it smells the onion? 
Aristotle’s first rejoinder hearkens back to a point already made 
(see note to 424a28—b3): only what is capable of perceiving, i.e. 
what is a suitably structured sensory capacity manifesting an 
appropriate mean, is capable of being affected by a sensible object 
qua sensible object. The tofu fails this condition. This is to insist 
in the first instance, then, that form reception in perception is 
more than merely being affected. 

So construed, the concluding two sentences of this chapter ask 
a question which ought to be of concern to the author of the 
hylomorphic theory of perception, but do not undertake to 
answer it directly. If form reception is sufficient for perception, 
and various non-ensouled entities are in some sense affected by 
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perceptual forms, then they ought to perceive—which is plainly 
contrary to what we observe. If we counter that their manner of 
being affected is not form reception, then that will simply refocus 
our attention on the question of what perceptual form reception 
consists in. If on the other hand we hold form reception to be 
insufficient for perception, on the grounds that the insensate 
beings receive sensible forms without perceiving, then we will 
need to know what more is required for perception to accrue. 

It will be, as suggested, altogether unilluminating to counter 
that what is required in addition to form reception is perception of 
form reception. This is one reason, then, to resist another possible 
reconstruction of the text, one favoured by Ross (1961), which 
yields the following paraphrase: ‘What, then, is smelling, over 
and above being affected? Smelling is also perceiving, and air 
when it has been thus affected becomes perceptible’ (1961: 264). 
This would in effect represent Aristotle as posing a pertinent 
question only to answer it ineffectually: ‘What more is needed 
beyond the reception of sensible form for perception to accrue? 
What more is needed is this: perception.’ 

For more on the general question of the role of form reception 
in perception, see the General Introduction § IV.B. 
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BOOK IIT 
CHAPTER 1 


Introduction to III 1 
The current division between De Anima books II and III is 
inappropriate. As is reflected in some preferable book divisions 
employed in medieval manuscripts, III 1 carries forward Aristotle’s 
treatment of perception, taking up a topic which, though of a 
higher level of generality than the more detailed and intrinsic 
characterizations of II 5-12, is nevertheless naturally continuous 
with them. Still, the current translation follows the modern book 
divisions for ease of reference. For a discussion of the book divi- 
sions of De Anima, see Hutchinson (1987). 

Thus far we have received two general accounts of perception 
(II 5 and II 12), a taxonomy of perceptual objects (II 6), and minute 
treatments of each of the five senses taken individually (II 7-11). 
A question thus naturally arises as to whether the account of the 
faculty of perception is now complete: are there more than the 
customary five senses? Aristotle takes up this question in the pres- 
ent chapter, arguing that there are not. 

Aristotle’s argument for this conclusion is initially obscure, 
because it relies on some unclear contentions about the media of 
perception and their relation to perceptual faculties (see 
424b22-425a13 for an attempted reconstruction). Indeed, there 
are some questions as to what Aristotle intends to accomplish in 
this chapter. He announces as a thesis to be established that ‘there 
is no other sense beyond the five’ (424b22), but this claim might 
be taken more or less modestly. The modest thesis (supported, if 
inconclusively, by 425b11-13; cf. Hist. An. 532b39, De Sensu 
444b19) holds that humans and other animals in fact have five 
and only five senses. A less modest thesis aims for a modal claim, 
that human beings could not have more than five senses, or that it 
is impossible that there should be more than five senses. The 
modal thesis, though much more ambitious, need not be thought 
extravagant; if (i) a necessary condition of there being a sense 
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faculty is its having an exclusive object (idion), and (ii) we have 
reason to believe that there could be no exclusive objects beyond 
the five already mentioned, then we would have at least that much 
reason to entertain the modal thesis. The modest thesis, though less 
ambitious, is not without interest. If the task before us is to provide 
a complete account of perception, then it behoves us to consider 
whether we have inadvertently overlooked any of its faculties. 

It is common for contemporary researches in psychology and 
cognitive ethology to assert that theorists of Aristotle’s ilk have 
overlooked any number of sensory modalities, that, e.g., bees 
have perception of magnetic fields in view of the magnetite organs 
in their abdomens, or that sharks and platypuses perceive voltage 
with electric sensors rightly regarded as sensory organs. Others 
hold that many other animals, including humans, have a sixth 
sense, proprioception. 

One need not accept without reflection on the preconceptions 
involved in these contentions that the more common Aristotelian 
model has been superseded; in particular, it is not immediately 
obvious that just any information-supplying mechanism in fact 
qualifies as a perceptual capacity. It is not clear, for instance, that 
the often cited vestibular sense, or sense of balance, qualifies as a 
sensory modality. Fairly plainly, in all such disputes suppositions 
regarding the conditions under which a system qualifies as a 
sensory modality must be identified expressly and evaluated. 

Accordingly, Aristotle’s investigation of the number of sensory 
modalities proves worthwhile if for no other reason than that it 
enjoins us to reflect on what is meant when we claim that there are 
n number of senses. Should we agree that our sense of time, or our 
sense of balance, or our kinesthetic sense are senses on a par with 
the traditional five? Aristotle’s discussion reminds us that it need 
not be ceded without further reflection that they are. 

By the same token Aristotle’s discussion gives us reason to 
believe that we are not constrained to agree without further discus- 
sion with those pragmatically inclined investigators who contend 
that we have only a decision and not a discovery to make in this 
area. At root, under review in this chapter, then, is the question of 
what is required for a psychic ability to qualify as a sensory modal- 
ity. Interestingly, in this regard, if we can trust a late report, such 
questions and controversies had already arisen in Aristotle’s own 
time. According to Stobaeus (Ecl. 1.51), for instance, Democritus 
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had contended that irrational animals, sages, and gods have more 
than the canonical five senses. If that report is credible, and Aris- 
totle had been aware of Democritus’ claim, it would be typical of 
him to feel the need to offer a rejoinder (cf. the Introduction to I 1). 
It must be said, however, that Aristotle provides no reason to 
believe that he was aware of any such claim by Democritus or 
anyone else (indeed, De Sensu 442a29 may come close to implying 
that he was not aware of any such contention). 

In any event, if Aristotle’s thesis about the number of sensory 
modalities is false when taken modestly, as a mere descriptive 
claim, then so too is the stronger, modal version, though, of 
course, the modal thesis could fail while the modest thesis remains 
intact. 

So much, though, proceeds on the assumption that the chapter 
is about what it seems to be about, viz. the question of how many 
senses there are or could be. Even this has been informatively 
challenged. For an alternative approach, see Maudlin (1986), 
who seeks to show that this traditional interpretation is wholly 
misguided. 

The second half of the chapter gives way to a discussion of the 
common perception (koiné aisthésis), more regularly, if mislead- 
ingly, rendered as ‘common sense’. Assuming some version of the 
traditional interpretation, the discussion of the existence of the 
common sense follows naturally, since Aristotle has already 
allowed that there are common objects of perception (see note 
to 418a17—20). The question thus arises as to whether there is a 
common perception, or a common sense, and then if so whether it 
is to be regarded as a faculty in its own right, on a par with the five 
standard senses. Questions about the existence and nature of 
common perception are investigated exhaustively by Gregoric 
(2007), who offers an expansive interpretation but also provides 
a fair-minded survey of much of the extensive literature on 
this topic. 


424b22-425a13: There are Five and Only Five Faculties of 
Perception: The difficulties in this section begin but do not end 
with the fact that after the first brief introductory sentence 
(422b22-4), there follows one long, ungainly sentence of dubious 
grammaticality containing the whole of the argument for the thesis 
that there are but five senses (424b24-425a13). (The translation 
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breaks this complex construction into six sentences, some of which 
already individually tax English syntax.) 

Aristotle’s argument trades on the fact that there are a limited 
number of elements available, and attempts, rather obscurely, to 
show that this fact alone constrains the number of sense organs. 
In its schematic outline, Aristotle’s argument is: 


(1) We are missing a sense only if we are missing the sensory 
organ in which it resides (424b26-7). 

(2) All sensible qualities are apprehended either by handling or 
via an external medium (424b27-31). 

(3) If anything is apprehended by handling, it is tangible, for 
which there is an organ (424b28-9). 

(4) If anything is apprehended indirectly, it is via an external 
medium, composed of either air or water (424b29-30). 

(5) An organ is suited to perceive something via an external 
medium if and only if it is composed of the elements of that 
medium (viz. air or water) (424b31-—425a4). 

(6) Hence, any organs there may be for perceiving via an 
external medium are composed of air and water (425a7-8). 

(7) Animals are in fact outfitted with organs composed of air 
and water (425a8-9). 

(8) Hence, without an alien element, animals have all the 
organs there may be for perceiving via an external medium 
(425b1 I-13). 

(9) Hence, by (1), (2), and (7), without an alien element, ani- 
mals have all the organs there may be. 

(10) There is no alien element 
(11) Hence, by (9) and (10), animals have all the senses there 
may be (424b22, 425a13). 


Although this reconstruction must be regarded as conjectural, in 
part because it sometimes relies on an interim conclusion to 
discern how a prior premise must be construed, it does capture 
the main movement of Aristotle text. 

Some brief comments, mainly intended as explicative: The final 
conclusion (11) as stated is neutral between the modest and 
modal interpretations (“may be’ meaning either: (i) may in fact 
be, or (ii) may possibly be). (1) relies upon the thought that 
every power of sense resides in some faculty or other, on which, 
see note to 424a24-8. (2) renders the Greek word haptesthai 
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somewhat unnaturally as to handle, partly because Aristotle’s 
considered view is that we do not touch the tangible directly, but 
via an internal medium; the same fact explains the ‘external’ in the 
premises which follow. See note to 423a22—423b26. The most 
difficult premise to appreciate is (5), though Aristotle does deploy 
a sub-argument on its behalf. It need not be assumed that he is 
relying upon a like-like theory (on which, see notes to 418b3—5 and 
416b32—417a2). More probably, he is suggesting, evidently as an 
empirical hypothesis, that there is some natural affinity between 
the external medium ofa sensible quality and the dedicated sensory 
organ in which its related faculty resides. Thus, the pupil is com- 
posed of water and the inner ear of air (424a4-5). Here one may 
usefully compare De Sensu 438b16, where the same point is made 
about the eye and ear, though a conflicting suggestion is made 
regarding smell. 

One obvious trouble spot in the argument as structured would be 
the inference from (6) and (7) to (8), the interim conclusion that 
without an alien element, animals have all the organs there may be 
for perceiving via an external medium (425b1 1-13). There seems to 
be no reason why one must suppose that the bare presence in 
animals of organs composed of elements present in the media 
exhausts the possible range of organs with such material constitu- 
ents. One possibility, made unlikely by Aristotle’s concession that 
fire may also be present in all the organs (425a5-6) would be that 
he is thinking that an exclusive or dominant element is present in 
each non-tactile organ, such that each such organ finds a single 
counterpart in an external medium to which it is specifically suited. 
This is his avowed view in De Sensu 438b16-20. Still, the discrep- 
ancy about smell between that passage and 425a5 makes this 
suggestion hard to credit. In De Sensu, Aristotle is prepared to 
make fire the correlative element of the olfactory organ; here, he 
doubts that. If that is so, and if Aristotle’s views on the physiology 
of perception are in transition, then the present argument should 
not rely on a one-to-one correspondence between organs and 
external elements for the non-tactile organs. 

Finally, this reconstruction inserts presmise (10), which is not 
stated in the text; it does, however, seem required for validity. 
Unfortunately, though, (10) raises the spectre of a question- 
begging argument, since there seems little reason to deny that 
there is an alien element present beyond the fact that we have 
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never perceived one—which, presumably, we could do were we 
equipped with the appropriate sensory modality. In any event, in 
order to avoid this sort of difficulty, on the assumption that (10) 
plays an indispensable role, Aristotle would need some perception- 
independent reason for denying the existence of any element 
beyond air and water as a medium. 


425a14-b3: The Common Sense; Co-incidental Perception: 
Aristotle has already allowed that there is a class of common 
objects of perception over and above the exclusive (idion) objects 
individuative of the five senses (see 418a7—11, 17—19, with note to 
418a17-20). In the text adopted for the translation, Aristotle lists 
six common sensibles (koina aisthéta) (motion, rest, shape, mag- 
nitude, number, and unity; 425a16), thus adding unity to the list 
given at 418a17 (cf. also De Sensu 442b5-7). In the present 
context, the existence of this class gives rise to a worry about 
whether there must not be some additional faculty of perception 
responsible for them. If one thought, for instance, (1) that a 
sufficient condition for there being a discrete sense is the existence 
of a correlative object not exclusive to any other sense, and added 
to that the thought (2) that common objects are not exclusive to 
any sense, it might be thought to follow (3) that there is a discrete 
sense, common perception (koiné aisthésis), existing in addition to 
the canonical five. The case for (1) in the case of common objects 
is sharpened by the hypothesis that we perceive each of the six 
listed common sensibles by perceiving motion. If motion is not an 
exclusive object of any of the five senses discussed thus far, 
perhaps it will be necessary to posit a sixth modality, common 
perception (koiné aisthésis). 

In responding to this sort of argument, Aristotle implicitly 
relies on the taxonomy of objects given in II 6 (see the Introduc- 
tion to which), where exclusive (idia) and common (koina) objects 
are jointly contrasted with co-incidental (kata sumbebékota) 
objects (418a8-11). Aristotle now suggests that there would be a 
special organ for common objects only were there also a special 
sense. But there cannot be a special sense, for if there were, then 
perception of the common objects would proceed in the manner 
of co-incidental perception, as when, for example, we see that the 
white thing is sweet. Insofar as we may be said to see this at all, 
this is due to our having correlated, e.g., the whiteness of sugar 
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with its sweetness, just as we see the son of Cleon only by seeing 
something pale and grasping independently that the son of Cleon 
co-incides with the pale thing. 

Note that Aristotle, taken this way, is envisaging two very 
different notions of co-incidental perception, (i) that of one object 
by a sense other than its dedicated sense (e.g. sweetness by sight), 
and (ii) that of a co-inciding complex object, the son of Cleon, 
with an exclusive or proper object, being pale. In II 6, we encoun- 
ter instances only of kind (ii). This has led some commentators to 
represent the argument here alternatively, as follows. If there 
were a special sense of common objects, we would perceive 
common objects by the special senses only as we perceive sweet- 
ness by sight, that is, not really at all, but only by seeing, e.g., 
motion, presented with some colour or other. But we are able to 
perceive motion directly, and not merely by its being presented 
alongside the exclusive objects. Moreover, if there were a special 
sense, it would be akin to co-incidental perception. On this second 
interpretation, Aristotle is appealing to distinct phenomena, 
indirect perception and co-incidental perception. Probably it is 
better to understand him in the first way (on the basis of 
425a30-1), as introducing a new form of co-incidental perception, 
but the second approach cannot be absolutely ruled out. 

For detailed discussions of co-incidental perception, see Cash- 
dollar (1973), Owens (1982), and Modrak (1987). 

The sentence beginning at 425a14 (‘Moreover, there cannot be 
some special sensory organ for the common objects, which we 
perceive co-incidentally by each sense...’) has caused consterna- 
tion. To some, it has seemed incompatible with Aristotle’s clear 
contention at 418a8—I1 that common objects are to be contrasted 
with co-incidental objects precisely because we do not perceive 
them co-incidentally. It may also seem to conflict with what 
comes just below at 425a27-8 (“We have common perception of the 
common objects, however, and a not co-incidental one.’). This has led 
some editors to emend the text by placing a negation in the sentence 
(yielding, then: ‘... which we do not perceive co-incidentally). The 
emendation, though understandable, is unnecessary. Aristotle’s prob- 
able meaning is the one adopted by the majority of the Greek com- 
mentators, according to whom he is in the midst of entertaining a 
counterfactual hypothesis whose dominant contention he does not 
himself accept. 
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Further, when he says that we have ‘common perception’ 
(often rendered as ‘common sense) at 425a27, Aristotle is not 
suggesting that we have a dedicated, autonomous faculty; for 
this is indeed what he seeks to deny. Rather, we perceive such 
objects by more than one dedicated sense, in common. (See note 
to 418a17-20.) 

The translation reflects these conclusions, though the flow of 
argument here has rightly been regarded as challenging by Aris- 
totle’s commentators. 

For more on common perception and the common objects of 
sense, see De Sensu 43749, 442b4—10, and De Memoria 450a9-12, 
452b7-13. 


425b4-11: Why Do We Have More than One Sense? Aristotle 
concludes the chapter with a puzzle in whose resolution he is 
prepared to entertain engagingly speculative counterfactuals. 
Because certain objects can be ascertained conjointly, the ques- 
tion arises as to the reason for our having more than one sense— 
where this may mean for our having more than one sense at all, 
or, as ps.-Simplicius (186, 26) reasonably suggests, for our having 
more than one sense of the common sensibles. (ps.-Simplicius’ 
suggestion is plausible insofar as we have independently given 
reasons for there being a plurality of senses, namely that each of 
the five senses is required for perception of its individuate exclu- 
sive object.) In any event, motion, for example, can be seen, 
touched, and perhaps heard. Is this not an unnecessary surfeit 
of detectors? (See note to 418a17-20 on Aristotle’s vacillation 
regarding the number of senses capable of apprehending common 
objects.) Why do we need more than a single sense capable of 
detecting common (koinon) as well as exclusive (idion) objects, or, 
on ps.-Simplicius’ approach, more than a single sense, e.g., sight, 
capable of detecting both its own exclusive object and all com- 
mon objects? 

Aristotle responds by envisaging a world in which animals have 
sight but no other faculty of sense. We would nonetheless perceive 
colour and the common sensibles, motion, magnitude, and num- 
ber. Still, suppose further that we lived in a sight-only, all-white 
world. We would even then, Aristotle concedes, be able to detect, 
e.g., motion and magnitude, though we would be less well placed 
than we are now to discriminate between exclusive and common 
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objects, or among the various common objects. All common 
objects would, in such a world, forever accompany one another, 
as well as the exclusive object of sight, colour, thus making it that 
much more likely that the real differences between them would 
escape our notice. (See Met. 1053b32-a5 for similar thought 
experiments.) 

Aristotle’s response is, then, unsurprisingly, at root teleo- 
logical: for the purposes of discriminating between exclusive 
and common sensibles and among the common sensibles them- 
selves it is better for us to have multiple senses. 


CHAPTER 2 


Introduction to III 2 

Although lacking a single clear focus, this chapter contains some 
exceptionally intriguing data regarding Aristotle’s general con- 
ception of perception (aisthésis). It is, in this way at least, a fitting 
coda to his discussion of perception, which Aristotle leaves at the 
end of this chapter in order to turn to an investigation into 
imagination (phantasia) in the next. The present chapter begins 
and ends with puzzles about perception; as sometimes happens 
with Aristotelian puzzles, the puzzles have themselves proven 
puzzling to commentators. Aristotle takes it for granted in the 
beginning of the chapter that ‘we perceive that we are seeing and 
hearing’ (425b12). He then wonders how this occurs: is it by the 
very sense which perceives or by some other sense? Neither alter- 
native strikes him as attractive. He immediately rules out the 
suggestion that a sense external to the modality engaged in per- 
ception perceives that we perceive, on the grounds that we would 
then be launched on an infinite regress. On the assumption that 
the initial disjunction was exhaustive, however, that leaves only 
the sense which does the perceiving to perceive that it perceives, a 
possibility which in turn invites unhappy consequences. 

A general interpretative worry about this puzzle recommends 
caution in our approach to these matters. What precisely does 
Aristotle take for granted in suggesting that we perceive that we 
perceive? He does not say directly that ‘we perceive that we are 
perceiving,’ though he does assert that ‘we perceive that we are 
seeing and hearing’ (425b12), where the sensory modalities seem 
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arbitrarily chosen, and then proceeds to identify seeing (to horan) 
and ‘perceiving by sight’ (to té(i) opsei aisthanesthai; 425b18). 
Bearing that in mind, we may generalize for ease of exposition. 

Two approaches to Aristotle’s puzzle commend themselves, 
corresponding to different meanings of ‘to perceive’ (aisthan- 
esthai), one assuming univocity and one not: (i) when we perceive 
(see) something white, we also perceive (perceive, in just the same 
sense: we see) that we see white; and (ii) when we perceive (see) 
something white, we are aware that we see white. Both 
approaches are linguistically admissible. Although the semantic 
fields of ‘perceive’ and ‘aisthanesthai’ do not march completely in 
step, we find similarly broad ranges for both verbs. In addition to 
the narrow and broad sense of objects of perception already noted 
(see the General Introduction § IV.B; see also 418a25, 424a29- 
b31, 426a23, 432a3-6)—that is, smelling a rose or smelling the 
scent of a rose—we also have more or less cognitive or conscious 
connotations in each case, as between, e.g., ‘She perceived a foul 
odour’ and ‘He was one of the first to perceive the impending 
downturn in the economy’ or ‘Although he was being scalded, 
his shock was such that he could barely perceive his own 
searing pain.’ 

Both the univocal and non-univocal approaches deserve a 
hearing, because each accounts for at least some features of the 
opening section of the chapter. While a univocal treatment of ‘we 
perceive that we perceive’ seems at least initially perverse (because 
we do not see that we see white, and still less do we see our seeing 
white), some features of the puzzle Aristotle produces may rec- 
ommend such an approach. By contrast, while it seems perfectly 
natural to take for granted that we are aware that we see or hear 
when we see or hear, we might well wonder, unless he is somehow 
confused, why Aristotle supposes that the phenomenon of aware- 
ness might lead to an infinite regress, or indeed why he should think 
that the sense which perceives is a possible subject of awareness. 
See note to 425b12~-25 for further detail on this matter. 

Although its opening sentences have attracted the most schol- 
arly attention, we find a good deal more of significant interest as 
we move further into the chapter. For instance, its middle section, 
425b26-426b7 is also exceptionally fruitful, though also similarly 
challenging. In particular, Aristotle’s resolution to the chapter’s 
opening difficulty occasions the suggestion that the relationship 
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between a sense and its object in an actual, occurrent perception 
is, if not identity, then some other suitably intimate sort of unity. 
He says, strikingly, that the ‘actuality of the object of perception 
and of the senses are one and the same, though their being is 
different’ (425b26—7). This formulation provides a framework for 
some criticism of earlier theorists, who had wanted to maintain 
that colours and other sensible qualities existed only when per- 
ceived (426a20-6). Aristotle urges in response that demanding a 
simple yes or no answer to the question of whether sensible 
qualities exist only when perceived yields a view which, if uncom- 
plicated, is, therefore, also unsustainable. If he is right, then this 
simple-sounding question proves in fact to be complex in ways 
easily overlooked, even by philosophers working in the philoso- 
phy of perception. 

The end of the chapter is similarly freighted. Aristotle tackles 
foundational questions about unity and diversity in perception, 
including, evidently, some perennially difficult questions about 
the unity of apperception: by which faculty do we judge, e.g., that 
a white thing is a sweet thing? White and sweet are two sensible 
qualities, ascertained by discrete sensory modalities, sometimes 
judged to be co-present in an object. It is difficult to see how this 
sort of judgement could eventuate from the senses taken individu- 
ally; yet it does seem to be a judgement belonging broadly to the 
faculty of perception. The phenomenon will once again, then, 
invite Aristotle to reflect upon the need for a faculty of common 
perception (or common sense, koiné aisthésis), if not explicitly, 
then at least implicitly, now though with an emphasis lacking in 
his earlier, related discussion in III 1 (on which, see note to 
425a14—-b3). See further note to 426b8-427a16 below. 


425b12-25: Perceiving That We Perceive: Aristotle asserts that 
‘we perceive that we are seeing and hearing,’ using (for him) an 
unusual combination of words, ‘we perceive that’ (aisthanometha 
hoti; 425b12), an exact phrase appearing in only two other pas- 
sages in his corpus, one directly below in 426b14 and another at 
EN 1142428. (There is also another extremely remote possible 
parallel in DA III 13, 435a25; there we very likely have an 
interpolation, which, if retained at all, must be punctuated in a 
way making the passage not parallel after all.) In the two attested 
parallel uses, Aristotle employs the construction in such a way as 
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to treat perceive as a so-called verb of intellectual perception— 
that is, ‘perceive’ as it is used in ‘She perceived that the coalition 
would not hold.’ Thus, below at 426b14, Aristotle is concerned to 
know how it is that we perceive that white and sweet differ; and at 
EN 1142a28, he actively contrasts perception that with perception 
of a proper or exclusive (idion) object of perception, offering as an 
example of perception that our perceiving that a triangle is the 
simplest sort of mathematical figure (presumably in the series of 
closed plane figures). 

Relying on this slender evidence, we may tentatively conclude 
that Aristotle’s concern is closer to a question of how it is that we 
come to be aware of perception than it is to any question con- 
cerning how we, e.g., see our episodes of seeing. That is, we may, 
in the terms employed in the chapter introduction, assume that he 
is using perception non-univocally when asking how we perceive 
that we perceive, or, more precisely, that he is treating the kind of 
perception involved in perceiving that we see as distinct from the 
kind of perception which seeing is. 

One advantage to this approach is that it renders Aristotle’s 
question perfectly intelligible: how is it that we are aware that we 
see? Looked at in one way, this is simply the question required of 
any full theory of perception, including, then, any hylomorphic 
theory of perception. In the framework of hylomorphism, that 
question queries precisely how it is that the form reception 
involved in perceiving differs from the form reception involved 
when tofu comes to adopt the odour of an onion simply by being 
placed next to it in a refrigerator. (For more on this question, see 
the General Introduction § IV.B and note to 424b3-21). 

To follow this line further, Aristotle’s problem is this. We see 
and we are aware that we see. But by what sense is it that we are 
aware that we see? If it is by some sense other than sight, then we 
shall have to ask by what sense we are aware that the other sense 
perceives and so on; if we nip the regress in the bud and allow that 
it is by sight itself that we are aware that we see, then since sight is 
of colours, the original sense, sight, will be coloured in a primary 
way. This last would perhaps seem unproblematic if we were to 
suppose that the sense is the sensory organ (aisthétérion), the eye; 
but this is something Aristotle denies (see the General Introduc- 
tion to II 12, together with note to 424a24-8). So, the worry is 
then how the sense can be fully responsible for perception, 
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including perceptual awareness, without its also being the case 
that what sees itself is already the sense organ. 

Aristotle’s response, however inchoate, begins with the conten- 
tion that ‘perceiving by sight is not one thing’ (425b20). Follow- 
ing further along the track thus far laid down, this too is 
reasonable. If we think that seeing involves awareness in addition 
to bare detection of light, then perceiving by sight is not one thing. 

That said, there are also some reasons for considering a more 
deflationary approach to Aristotle’s worry. One is that if his real 
concern were with issues of perceptual awareness, it would be odd 
for him to infer, as he does, that sight must itself be coloured. At 
this stage in the argument, Aristotle seems to collapse ‘perceive’ in 
its intellectual sense into its more common non-intellectual sense. 
Further, it is in any case perplexing to find Aristotle structuring 
his worry about our perceiving that we see by supposing that what 
is aware that we see must be sight or some other sense. His 
proceeding this way also suggests a partial blurring of the intel- 
lectual and non-intellectual senses of ‘perceive’. 

Still, it is plain that Aristotle intends his remark that ‘perceiving 
by sight is not one thing’ (425b20) to provide some sort of 
resolution to the worry he entertains. To the extent that this 
resolution reflects a belief that perception is a complex enterprise, 
an approach heading in the direction of the non-univocal inter- 
pretation seems preferable. 

For fuller discussion of this passage, see Kosman (1969), Caston 
(2002), Johansen (2005), and Corkum (2010). 


425b26—426a26: Actual Perceptions and Objects Actually Perceived: 
Once he has cleared away his initial worry about perceiving that 
we see and hear, Aristotle moves on to an important consider- 
ation centrally relevant to any refined appreciation of his theory 
of perception. Aristotle makes two crucial points regarding the 
relationship between the exercise of a sensory capacity and the 
existence of a sensory object. 

Let naive realism be the view that objects of sense are intrinsic 
monadic properties of external objects, so that, e.g., a wall has the 
sensible property of being beige as an actual intrinsic feature to be 
apprehended by perceivers. Several theorists prior to Aristotle, 
including most notably Democritus, alive to the observation that 
sensible qualities vary from perceiver to perceiver, relative to 
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context and to differences in perceptual faculties, rejected naive 
realism. They supposed that if the wine tastes sweet to S' and 
bitter to S”, then unless one is privileged relative to the other, 
neither could pronounce authoritatively as to which sensible 
quality, sweetness or bitterness, ought to be regarded as the 
genuine perceiver-independent intrinsic feature required by 
naive realism; and unless at least one is, then neither is. Conse- 
quently, they concluded, naive realism should be set aside. 
So Democritus: ‘by convention sweet and by convention bitter, 
by convention hot, by convention cold, by convention colour; but 
in reality atoms and void’ (DK 68 Bo). 

What should replace it? One thought associated by Aristotle 
with the natural philosophers who came before him is that objects 
of perception exist only when perceived (426a20-6). Although he 
does not mention them by name, Aristotle usually reserves the 
term ‘natural philosophers’ (phusiologoi) for the earliest Presoc- 
ratic philosophers. (On this term and its use in Aristotle, see 
Hussey (2012).) The view he criticizes here, however, Aristotle 
also finds present, if in varying degrees of clarity, in the Sophist 
Protagoras, as well as Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and Democritus 
(cf. Met. 986b14, 1009b1 1-101 1a2). Aristotle regards these philo- 
sophers as half right, but as, therefore, all the more misleading 
(426a22-3). They were half right when they rejected naive realism, 
since they thought that there were no sensible qualities without 
perceivers. They share with Aristotle a rejection of naive realism, 
then, but subsequently go wrong when they infer further that 
perceivers are themselves the subjects of sensible qualities, or that 
sensible qualities are in some sense wholly conventional, or wholly 
subjective, both views regarded by Aristotle as indefensible. 

Aristotle will counter that the account needed is perforce much 
more complex. Although perception is a change in the perceiver 
(426a2, a11), this will in fact be a change occurring only in the 
presence of an actual object of perception. The suggestion that the 
change occurs in the perceiver follows from Aristotle’s general 
hylomorphism about change: when a student is altered by the 
activity of teaching, although the learning and teaching are in 
a sense the same process, the change is effected in the student 
(see Phys. III 3 for a general defence of this claim, esp. 202413; cf. 
Gen. et. Corr. 324b5). Part of the welcome complexity in Aris- 
totle’s approach stems from his initially difficult claim that the 
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sensible quality whose presence is responsible for a change in a 
perceiver does not exist in actuality as a sensible quality before 
perception; for that would be to embrace a form of naive realism. 

To avoid this consequence, Aristotle contends that ‘the actual- 
ity of the object of perception and of the senses are one and the 
same, though their being is different’ (425b26-7; cf. 426a15-16). 
When saying that x and y are the same, though differing in being, 
Aristotle means that though x and y are extensionally equivalent, 
they have different accounts or analyses. Thus, even if the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer is by statute the same person as the 
Second Lord of the Treasury, what it is to be the Chancellor 
and what it is to be a Lord of the Treasury are distinct (see note 
to 424a24-8 for more on this point). In the current context, 
Aristotle means that whereas there is but one motion which is 
an actual object of perception being actually perceived, what it is 
to be an object being perceived is, nonetheless, not the same as 
what it is to be a subject actually perceiving an object. This is in 
part shown by dint of the fact that a potential object of percep- 
tion, something perceptible but not now actually being perceived, 
is not at all the same thing as a merely potential subject of 
perception. 

Although ordinary language typically fails to reflect the fine- 
grainedness required by a fully adequate account of actual per- 
ception, Aristotle thinks that linguistic discriminations made 
ordinarily for the modality of hearing come closest to marking 
the relevant distinctions (cf. note to 417b27—418a3 on the insuf- 
ficiency of ordinary language). Consider a bell in a tower in a 
remote mission church with no one in its vicinity. We might say 
that the bell is capable of making a noise when still; if a mild 
earthquake shakes the tower, then the bell is making a noise, 
though not succeeding in making a sound, or an instance of 
hearing, or, less naturally, in making a sound-being-heard. The 
state of affairs obtaining when the bell is making a noise is clearly 
not the same as the state of affairs of there being a sound-being- 
heard. A noise may remain unheard. Further, a single noise may 
be implicated in non-equivalent episodes of sounds-being-heard, 
as when one person with keen hearing is receptive to the harmonic 
overtones of the bell, while another person with a diminished 
capacity hears only a dullish thud, and still another, with average 
abilities, hears a clapping clang but no harmonic overtones. There 
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are thus facts about entities capable of making sound which are 
not also facts about other entities capable of hearing them, and 
vice versa; still, every case of actual sounding (i.e. of a sound- 
being-heard) is also a case of actual hearing. 

Taking all that together, Aristotle concludes that the earlier 
natural philosophers were right to implicate perceivers in actual 
perceiving, but wrong to infer that perceptual qualities were 
properties of the perceivers themselves. They failed to mark a 
fine-grained distinction between (i) actual and potential sounding 
and (ii) hearing according to which while a sound-being-heard is 
necessarily coextensive with some instance of a perceiver hearing a 
sound. Still, insists Aristotle, what it is to be a sound-being-heard is 
not the same as what it is to hear a sound; so, he concludes, the 
earlier natural philosophers overlooked a necessary qualification 
to their views (426a26). They consequently held views which dis- 
torted the actual facts of perception, overreacting to the falsity of 
naive realism by skewing perceptions inordinately towards the 
subjects whose perceptions they are. 

Although we come close to marking the needed distinctions 
in ordinary language in the case of sounding and hearing, even 
then it is a bit of a strain to make Aristotle’s point in English, or 
for that matter in Greek, without beginning to stilt common 
discourse somewhat. Still less is it possible to proceed without 
introducing quasi-technical terminology for the other sensory 
modalities (426a1 1-15). 

Again, if ordinary language tends to give out in this domain, it 
may be worth explicating Aristotle’s point by reiterating one of 
his preferred illustrations (Phys. 202a32-4, 210a15-19). While an 
actual instance of learning is coextensive with an actual instance 
of teaching, it being a change occurring in a student who learns, 
nonetheless, what it is for the change to qualify as an instance of 
teaching is not at all the same as what it is for it to qualify as an 
instance of learning. In Aristotle’s terms, teaching and learning 
differ in being (einai), just as x’s actually sounding differs in being 
from x’s being actually heard (425b27, 426a16-17). 


426a27-b7: Perception, Proportions, and Destruction: Although 
beset with textual difficulties, the dominant claims of this 
section are, nonetheless, reasonably clear. Perception is a 
proportion (or ratio, Jogos), with the result that if an excessive 
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object of one sort or another succeeds in distorting the balance 
required for form receptivity, the power to perceive is temporarily 
damaged. Elsewhere Aristotle seems to draw the same inference 
on more or less phenomenological or experiential grounds: when 
overwhelmed by a bright light or crushing sound, we are tempor- 
arily deprived of sight and hearing (see notes to 422a20-31 and 
424a28-b3; cf. also 429a31). Here, however, his argument is dif- 
ferent and more difficult, in part because of the textual difficulties 
mentioned. 
As translated, the argument runs: 


(1) Voice is a kind of concordance (sumphénia; 426a27). 

(2) A concordance is a proportion (Jogos; cf. Met. 991b13, 
1092b13). 

(3) So, voice is a kind of proportion. 

(4) Hence, if voice is the same as hearing (akoé), then hearing 
too will be a proportion. 

(5) Voice is the same as hearing. 

(6) Hence, hearing is a kind of proportion. 


(4) and (5) provide the basis for Aristotle’s suggesting at the 
beginning of the argument that the sameness of actual perception 
and actual object provide the basis for the further conclusion he 
now seeks to draw, that the senses are proportions (or ratios, 
logoi). (1) is somewhat obscure, since it is a bit unclear how 
voice is to be understood as a kind of concordance, or why, 
more generally, Aristotle restricts his observation to voice 
(phéné) as opposed to sound (psophos) in the first place. Voice is 
usually thought of as intentionally produced, significant sound 
(cf. 423b5-8, b30-2; cf. De Interp. 16a3; Rhet. 1404a21). That 
allowed, he may simply be thinking that voice is an especially 
clear case of a sound which is a concordance, since its being 
intentionally produced involves voices being delivered at a delib- 
erate sonic level and so forth. 

In any event, once we agree that we have extensional equiva- 
lence between actual sounding and actual hearing, we can infer, 
with due caution, that hearing (akoé) is equally a proportion (or 
ratio, logos), in which case the upset of a proportion would 
disable the faculty until such time as it is restored. If this captures 
his train of thought, there is a further question as to any inference 
backward from actual hearing, which might legitimately on the 
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grounds given be inferred to be a proportion, to the faculty whose 
expression involves such a proportion. It may be conjectured that 
Aristotle is simply inferring on the basis of a presumed non- 
satisfaction of a necessary condition: if hearing is a proportion, 
and the faculty cannot be moved into such a state because of its 
being out of commission, then hearing cannot occur. 


426b8—29: Perceiving Unity and Diversity: There is a bit of 
discontinuity between this discussion and the preceding. The 
first lines in this section have the air of a summary and recapitu- 
lation: each episode of actual sensing involves an external object 
but is a change occurring within the perceiver involving the 
discrimination of elements blended in a proportion (or ratio, 
logos). So much may be drawn from what has just been said. 
Presumably, the notion of discrimination (krinei; 426b10) now 
invoked occasions further reflection on the manner in which 
overlapping discrete objects of sense may in turn be discriminated 
from one another. Sugar is white and sweet, though we are able to 
discriminate the white in sugar from the sweet and are easily 
prepared to judge (another possible rendering of krinein) that 
the white is not sweet. 

However Aristotle passes to the topic, his discussion here 
recalls his treatment of common perception (koiné aisthésis) in 
the last chapter (on which, see note to 425a14—b3). Strikingly, 
Aristotle insists on what is later called the synthetic unity of 
apperception, demanding that one and the same judge or discrim- 
inator distinguish white from sweet in an object or judge that 
white is not sweet. Otherwise, as he observes, I might watch you, 
blindfolded, eating white powder; I judge that it is white while 
you judge silently that it is sweet. In such a case, neither of us is in 
a position to judge that it is both sweet and white and so neither of 
us can say non-inferentially, on the basis of an immediate percep- 
tion, that its being sweet is not the same as its being white. Its 
being both sweet and white must ‘both be manifest to some one 
thing’ (426b18-19). 

Aristotle demands further that this one thing to which co- 
instantiated sensible qualities be manifest must have certain add- 
itional determinate characteristics. One might say, perversely, but 
to illustrate Aristotle’s point, that in the circumstance envisaged 
you and I are, after all, one thing, a pair, and that we can jointly 
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judge that white is not sweet. Aristotle’s additional strictures rule 
this out, by demanding that the one thing be non-separate (achér- 
iston), and, indeed, that the time of the discrimination be non- 
extended. You and I, however fine a pair we form, are separate 
(chériston) from one another. We will consequently fail a central 
condition required for the synthetic unity of apperception: grasp- 
ing the concurrent distinctness of discrete sensory objects requires 
a discrimination made by a single judge at a single time. In sum, 
concludes Aristotle, a subject of discrimination is a non-separate 
thing in a non-separate time, that is, a single, unified judge exercis- 
ing its synthesizing ability in a single moment. (This discussion may 
also be compared with a somewhat more leisurely treatment of the 
same topic at De Sensu 447b7—-448b1, 448b17—-449a30.) 


426b29—427a16: A Difficulty for this View and a Rejoinder; the 
Rejoinder Revised: | Grant that what judges is something strictly 
unified in the way demanded. Aristotle passes from its being non- 
separate (achériston) to it its being indivisible (adiaireton), which 
would presumably be a sure way to satisfy his strictures on the 
sort of unity required for synthetic discrimination. How is it, 
though, that what is indivisible can sustain opposite, incompat- 
ible, or even numerically distinct motions—as discrete individual 
perceptions must be? If there are discrete motions occurring 
concurrently in a single subject, and each is coextensive with 
that subject, then must not the subject too be at least bipartite, 
and so divisible after all? If it is divisible in this way, however, the 
synthetic unity of apperception will be threatened; perhaps we 
will once again find ourselves with distinct perceivers in close 
proximity, lacking any hegemonic coordinating faculty to synthe- 
size our sundry perceptions. Then we are only fractured internal 
committees, never able to offer the coordinated judgement that 
this sweet is not this white. 

Aristotle’s initial rejoinder is brief and partly conciliatory. 
(Here too caution is required owing to a troubled text.) What dis- 
criminates is in its being divisible (tô(i)einai. . . diaireton; 427a4-5), 
and may manifest itself severally in an indivisible time and place. It is 
tempting to think that ‘in its being’ here is covertly predicative, so 
that one faculty might differ in becoming > or in becoming y, 
though that would involve an abrupt change of vocabulary in the 
chapter. If we do not follow that lead, then Aristotle is suggesting 
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that the faculty is essentially divisible, but that its exercise in offering 
coordinated discriminations is limited to an activity which is unified 
in time and place. Of course, one divisible being cannot become 
opposite sensibles simultaneously, and so cannot perceive black 
and white in the same respect at the same time, though it might yet 
become compatible objects at once, and so might yet perceive sweet 
and white. 

Feeling some strain in this rejoinder, Aristotle further hazards 
the conjecture that the unified judge might be like a point (which 
is indivisible in its essence). On this approach, presumably what 
issues the unified judgement is like a point in being genuinely both 
divisible and indivisible, by being in one respect one and in another 
respect two. Considered intrinsically, a point is one and indivisible 
in both time and place, and is indeed a star instance of such unity 
and indivisibility. Even so, a point might be two relationally or two 
in account, e.g. by being the end of line segments AB and BC: in 
such a case the point B is a limit of two discrete, non-identical lines, 
and its being a limit to AB is not the same in account as its being a 
limit to BC (cf. Phys. 220a10-11). 

If this is the purport of the comparison, the capacity respon- 
sible for making fine-grained discriminations in perception might 
in the same way be simple without thereby being incapable of 
registering a variety of features. Such would be the common 
capacity (the koiné dunamis not named in De Anima, but referred 
to at De Somno 455a16) required for coordinated synthetic 
discrimination. 

If Aristotle does little to offer a developed treatment of the synthetic 
unity of apperception in this chapter, it is nonetheless noteworthy to 
find him contending with some incipient problems attendant to this 
vexed topic. We find ourselves grappling even today with binding 
problems of a variety of sorts, some interior to single sensory modal- 
ities and others pertaining to intermodal synthesis. 


CHAPTER 3 


Introduction to III 3 
Aristotle contends that higher animals have a capacity, or 
semi-capacity, distinct from both perception (aisthésis) 
and reason (nous): imagination (phantasia). When he speaks 
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of imagination, Aristotle does not have in view a capacity for 
creative thought or fanciful construction. Rather, as a first 
approximation, he means to draw attention to the ability in 
humans and most animals to store and manipulate mental 
images. In view of the connection between phantasia and its 
root verb phainesthai (to appear), one sometimes finds ‘appear- 
ance’ preferred as a translation over ‘imagination’. Although 
neither rendering is perfect (in English, ‘appearance’ is not 
normally associated with a mental faculty, while ‘imagination’ 
is regularly associated with too narrow a faculty), it seems best 
to employ ‘imagination’, which has in its favour at least the 
pedigree of philosophical appropriation, inter alia in Hobbes, 
Locke, Hume, and Mill. (See, e.g., Hobbes, Leviathan 1.2.2 for 
an early quasi-technical use in English keeping with Aristotle’s 
general meaning.) It is, however, necessary to bear in mind that 
misleading connotations will result if it is assumed that Aris- 
totle is discussing nothing more than the narrow ability to 
engage in creative or artistic kinds of thinking. 

To some extent, this concern about translation is mitigated by 
Aristotle’s actual procedure in this chapter. He is mainly inter- 
ested to isolate the faculty he has in mind by differentiating it 
from other more robust faculties, especially perception (aisthésis) 
and reason (nous). In so doing, he does not begin with a clear idea 
of a determinate faculty whose existence requires no special plead- 
ing or whose boundary conditions should be plain to just anyone; 
on the contrary, he thinks he owes his readers some proof of our 
even having such a capacity or faculty, and he thinks that such a 
proof intimately involves distinguishing imagination from some 
other capacities to which some might be inclined to reduce it. 

Impulses towards reduction are not altogether alien to Aris- 
totle. Indeed, it is not evident that the imagination meets one of 
Aristotle’s own preferred criteria for faculty individuation: facul- 
ties are individuated by their objects. (See the Introduction to II 4; 
402b9-16 and 415a14-22, with their relevant notes; and also 
notes to 418a7—-II and 418a1 1-17.) If he adheres to this criterion, 
we should find Aristotle proposing a class of objects, imaginables 
(phantasta), alongside objects of reason (noéta), perception 
(aisthéta), and desire (orekta). He mentions no such class of objects 
in this chapter, and may never even use the relevant term (phantas- 
ton) at all. (There is one disputed passage, at De Memoria 
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450a23-5, where the word may make an appearance; the passage is 
judiciously discussed by Wedin (1988: 57-63, 255-259).) Of course, 
his not using that word is consistent with his accepting but never 
mentioning the relevant objects. Still, it would be odd, given his 
methodological precepts, not to find him appealing to such items if 
he intended the present chapter to contain his primary defence of 
the existence of such a full-blown faculty. 

Be that as it may, Aristotle is keen in the current chapter to 
avoid any identification of imagination with one or more of the 
more familiar psychic faculties. Two possibilities thus present 
themselves: (i) he thinks it is a fullyfledged faculty alongside them; 
or (ii) he regards the imagination as something distinct from reason 
and perception, but not as a proper faculty in its own right—hence 
my opening suggestion that the imagination might be a faculty or a 
semi-faculty. Its being a semi-faculty would suggest that the imagin- 
ation is akin to an algorithm deployed in a subprocessing loop of 
various related but non-equivalent computer programs, that is, as 
something with a definite and discrete functional role to play rela- 
tive to the full faculties of perception and thought, without being 
itself a free-standing fully functional faculty. Cf. Rhet. 1370a28. 

Whatever its status, imagination receives little by way of a 
positive analysis in this chapter. Aristotle offers only two positive 
characterizations, each truncated and general. First, he depicts 
imagination in broadly functional terms as ‘that in virtue of which 
a particular image (phantasma) comes about for us’ (428aI-2), 
but then only in an effort to set up a discussion of the ways in 
which it cannot be reduced to perception, belief, knowledge, or 
reason (428a4-5). Later in the chapter, after sketching its relation 
to perception, he characterizes it in broadly causal terms as ‘a 
motion effected by actual perception’ (429aI-2), without any 
further intrinsic specification. 

The chapter is thus primarily negative, but that has not pre- 
cluded speculation about Aristotle’s positive conception of 
imagination (phantasia). It is, however, understandable that 
there should be controversy regarding its status, its function, 
and its relation to other faculties. First is the question, already 
mooted, as to whether it should be regarded as a faculty in its own 
right at all. (The fullest discussion of this topic, careful and fully 
informed, is Wedin (1998).) As for its function, in addition to 
Wedin, one prominent interpretation owes to Schofield (1978), 
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who treats it as trading in ‘non-paradigmatic sensory experiences’ 
(192: 256), and another, critical of Schofield, to Caston (1996), 
who stresses its role in accounting for error and whose paper is 
alert to the range of roles for which imagination is pressed into 
service (1996: 41, n.46 and 42, n.47). Scheiter (2012) offers a good 
overview of some of the prominent problems and approaches to 
the chapter, investigating especially the relation between the role 
of imagination as a producer and manipulator of images and its 
evidently distinct, because more richly hermeneutical or explana- 
tory, role in dealing with images, in desire, the interpretation of 
appearances, and animal action. 

As for the structure of the chapter itself, it divides reasonably 
neatly into: (i) prefatory material on discrimination, and on the 
general relation between thought, perception, and conceiving 
(hupolépsis) (427a17-b14); (ii) an argument that imagination is 
neither perception nor thought (427b14—-24); (iii) an approach to a 
positive characterization of imagination (427b24-428a5); (iv) 
more detail on the distinction between imagination and perception 
(428a5—16); (v) more detail on the distinction between imagination 
and thought (428a16-b9); speculations on the relation between 
imagination and perception, culminating in a second brief positive 
characterization of imagination (428b10—429a2); and some closing 
remarks (429a2-9). 


427a17-29: Introductory Material: Reasoning and Perceiving: The 
opening of the chapter marks a transition. Aristotle has com- 
pleted his discussion of perception (aisthésis); before passing to 
his next main topic, reason (nous), he pauses to reorient his 
discussion. He does so first by noting that when characterizing 
the soul his predecessors had tended to rely primarily upon two 
distinct sets of features, those pertaining to the soul’s role in 
locomotion and those involved in cognition, broadly construed, 
namely reasoning (noein), judging (sometimes rendered as dis- 
criminating; krinein), and perceiving (aisthésis) (427a17-19; the 
division recalls similar remarks in I 2, 403b25-7; cf. 405b1 1-12). 
Aristotle uses much the same transitional device when he turns his 
attention to desire (orexis) at the beginning of III 9 (432a15-17). 

Aristotle first focuses on the broadly cognitive factors in terms 
of which people differentiate the soul from other sorts of things, 
noting that reasoning (noein) and understanding (phronein) seem 


277 


DE ANIMA BOOK III 


(sc. to others) to be a kind of perception (aisthésis). Indeed, some of 
the ancients go so far as to identify reasoning and perceiving. 
Aristotle cites Empedocles (frs. 106, 108) and Homer (Od. xviii 
136-7) in this connection (cf. Met. 1009b12-28), though in neither 
instance does the passage cited provide any conclusive reason for 
ascribing so baldly stated a thesis to them. The truncated quotation 
from Homer is especially obscure. Expanded, it is: ‘For such is the 
mind of earthly men as the father of gods and men delivers upon 
them day by day.’ In its context, the passage finds Odysseus 
strategically emphasizing resignation to fate, before which we are 
passive. Evidently, Aristotle holds him to mean that the contents of 
mind vary, in a passive way, with the variations visited upon the 
body by its environment. 

Aristotle ascribes such a view to the ancients, as he had done 
earlier in I 2, in part because, he maintains, (i) they regard 
reasoning to be no less corporeal than perceiving is, and (ii) 
they adhere to the like-like theory (cf. note to 404b11-b27). He 
implies without rigorous reconstruction that these two theses 
jointly commit both Empedocles and Homer to the identification 
of perception of thought. Plainly, several additional steps must be 
supplied if his ascriptive argument is to succeed. 


427a29-b14: Criticism of this Identification: | Perception is, in 
any case, not to be identified with either judging or understand- 
ing. In the first instance, implies Aristotle, those inclined to 
identify perceiving and understanding ought to have paid closer 
attention to the phenomenon of error. Those who reflected at all 
upon error—the state Aristotle gamely characterizes as more 
typical in animals than its opposite and as that in which the soul 
spends the lion’s share of its time—were constrained to hold 
either that all perception is true (since understanding is truth- 
entailing) or that error results when like comes into contact with 
unlike. Neither is appealing. Aristotle comments on the latter, 
dismissing it as a facile suggestion. If S knows that white is not 
black, then the contrary states known to be distinct, namely black 
and white, are also the objects of the befuddled person who for some 
reason judges that they are the same. So, there is no hope in 
appealing to an unlike-unlike theory to explain error. For Aristotle’s 
appropriately arch attitude to the suggestion that appearance is the 
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same as understanding, see Met. 1o1ob1—1011a2 (where, however, 
the text is troubled). 

Although pertinent to the main thrust of this section, Aristotle’s 
foray into error has the air of an aside. His principal argument 
for distinguishing perceiving (aisthanesthai) and understanding 
(phronein) is direct: they are not even extensionally equivalent, 
since all animals perceive, while only a very few have understand- 
ing (427b7-9). This short and decisive argument comes at the 
conclusion of a long meandering and ungrammatical sentence 
which had begun at the beginning of the chapter and only now 
reaches its climax. (For purposes of clarity, in the translation that 
sentence is broken down into nine distinct sentences, counting 
those ascribed to Homer and Empedocles.) Not content to rest 
his case there, Aristotle adds that perception is not to be iden- 
tified with reasoning (noein), used here as a generic term cover- 
ing understanding (phronésis), knowledge (epistémé), and true 
belief (aléthés doxa), together with their opposites (427b9-11). 
Perception of exclusive (idia) objects he maintains here, in keeping 
with his dominant contention, is always true (418a12, regarding 
which, see note; 428a11, 430b29; De Sensu 442b8; Met. 1010b2-26; 
this contrasts with 428b19, where a moderating qualification 
is entered). By contrast, reasoning is sometimes right and some- 
times wrong. 

The argument thus stated is insufficient. One might in principle 
maintain, having granted that reasoning often gets it wrong, that 
certain sorts of de re thoughts are, nonetheless, equally immune 
to error. The possibility is not an idle one, since Aristotle will later 
suggest that some acts of intellection, those concerning what 
something is, that is, concerning an essence (to ti én einai)—are 
likewise always true. Indeed, there he goes so far as to align 
perception of exclusive objects with thoughts of essences in pre- 
cisely this regard (430b27-9). If that is so, Aristotle’s implicit 
appeal to the indiscernibility of identicals in this argument 
is insecure. 


427b14-26: Imagination is not the Same as Conceiving: In one 
of his principal anti-reductive contentions of the chapter, Aris- 
totle argues that imagination is not the same as conceiving 
(hupolépsis). Aristotle’s notion of conceiving is a bit slippery; 
among other problems, he does not use the term for it univocally. 
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Sometimes it is virtually the same as belief (doxa), especially when 
belief is feeble or thin, where it might be rendered as ‘supposition’ 
or ‘view’ (Met. 1o1oaio; EE 1235a20, 29), or as indifferently 
strong or weak, where simple ‘belief’ seems best (EN 1145636). 
At the end of the current passage, it is rather a generic term, 
encompassing belief (doxa) as one of its species, along with know- 
ledge (epistémé) and understanding (phronésis), together with 
their opposites (427b24-6). In the generic sense it is better 
rendered ‘conceiving’, as here, or in some cases perhaps as ‘enter- 
taining’ (cf. Top. 125b30-126a2). In any event, if it is to range 
over the contrary of belief as well as belief, then it cannot be 
thought to require a pro-attitude or positive doxastic commit- 
ment of any sort. 

That said, the actual argument used to differentiate imagin- 
ation from conceiving seems to turn on some lack of voluntarism 
pertinent to belief, but not therefore to conceiving in the generic 
sense. We can produce an image for ourselves at will, whereas 
belief formation respects constraints imposed by truth and falsity. 
To take a case favourable to Aristotle, when asked to picture for 
ourselves a rotund man blocking our egress through a doorway, 
we might easily comply. When further instructed now to believe 
that there is such a man at present blocking the doorway, even 
though we can see that it is unobstructed, we will have difficulty 
following directions. 

Aristotle’s own illustration of the difference between believing 
and imagining invokes the mnemonic systems employed in his 
day, which require a subject to hold before the mind an articu- 
lated fixed image, perhaps a house with seven rooms of seven 
distinct colours, and to place into the rooms the items to be 
remembered, lines of Homer, for instance, rotating them sequen- 
tially. He mentions mnemonic techniques in De Mem. 451a12-15 
and De Insomn. 458b17-23; cf. Plato, Hipp. Maj. 285e7. (For a 
full discussion of the mnemonic systems, see Sorabji, 1972). 
Again, in the present context, what matters is that, in such sys- 
tems, people can produce and shuffle images around in ways 
untethered to their beliefs. Hence, Aristotle concludes, the facul- 
ties of imagination and belief cannot be identified. It would follow 
that imagination cannot be conception, but only in this narrow 
sense. For more on the relation between imagination and belief, 
see 428a18-24 and 428a24-bg. 
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427b27—428a5: Possible Identifications: If it is now agreed that 
imagination is not conception (hupolépsis), the question arises as 
to whether it is one form or another of reasoning. When Aristotle 
turns to this possibility, he does so in a way which treats reasoning 
(noein) very broadly and generically, so that it covers not only 
reasoning narrowly construed but also perception (aisthésis), 
belief (doxa), and knowledge (epistémé) (428a4-5); unlike con- 
ception (hupolépsis), reasoning (noien) is not characterized as 
embracing the opposites of these states. Importantly, in this 
preliminary set-up, Aristotle approaches offering a positive char- 
acterization of imagination, but only in general, functional terms, 
as ‘that in virtue of which a particular image comes about for us’ 
(428a1-2). This general characterization holds, he suggests, so 
long as we refrain from speaking ‘metaphorically’ (428a2). Aris- 
totle does not say directly, however, what metaphorical language 
about imagination would be. Presumably our speaking in this 
way would implicate us in thinking of imagination not merely in 
terms of image manipulation, but in an extended way so as to 
cover all instances of mental imagery, including those implicated 
in perception. Greek draws a linguistic distinction tracking the 
broader and narrower conception of image use: phainesthai, to 
appear, and phantazesthai, to produce or call up an image for 
oneself. The ‘metaphorical’ sense is the unrestricted appearance 
which embraces but does not require production or agency. In 
speaking of the unrestricted notion as ‘metaphorical’, Aristotle is 
not suggesting an impropriety of use, but simply noting that there 
are extended and non-extended senses available; in its root sense, 
a metaphor is a transference of meaning from one term to 
another, in this case from a restricted to a more liberal sense, 
but nothing more (cf. Top. 112a32; Rhet. 1410b36; Poet. 1457b6). 
Elsewhere, Aristotle himself happily assumes the broader notion 
(De Insomn. 45829). The effect, then, is simply to draw attention 
to a regimented way of speaking and a more relaxed way of 
speaking about imagination. (In English sometimes we speak of 
human beings as conscious, when contrasting them with non- 
conscious animals or machines, and sometimes we contrast our 
conscious states with other states of ours which are mental but 
unconscious. Neither the more encompassing use nor the more 
restrictive use of ‘conscious’ is improper.) 
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In any event, Aristotle now wants to introduce a series of 
candidates for possible reductive identification, all to be rejected 
as indefensible. Perhaps imagination is: (i) perception (aisthésis), 
answered at 428a5-14; (ii) knowledge (epistémé) or reason (nous), 
answered at 428a16—18; (iii) belief (doxa), answered at 428a18—24; 
or (iv) some combination of belief and perception, answered at 
428a24-b9. 


428a5-16: Imagination is not Perception: Aristotle retails a 
series of brief and underdeveloped arguments, each intended to 
show that perception has some feature lacked by imagination, or 
vice versa, with the result that they cannot be identified. Because 
they are brief, it is easy to imagine rejoinders to Aristotle’s 
arguments. These rejoinders are themselves hardly decisive; on 
the contrary, most of Aristotle’s arguments have some initial 
plausibility. The arguments in order are: 


(1) Imagination is active during sleep, when perception is dor- 
mant. Hence, imagination and perception are distinct. 

(2) All animals have perception, but some lack imagination, 
including, for instance, the lowly grub. Hence, since they 
are not even coextensive, imagination and perception are 
distinct. 

(3) Perceptions are always true, whereas instances of imagin- 
ation are mainly false. Hence, imagination and perception 
are distinct. 

(4) We speak of things appearing in the realm of perception 
only in cases of indistinctness or unclarity, whereas all cases 
of imagination (phantasia) invite talk of appearing (phain- 
esthai). Hence, imagination and perception are distinct. 

(5) Visual images appear to those with eyes closed, whereas 
no one sees in this condition. Hence, seeing and imagining 
are distinct. Generalizing, then, imagination and percep- 
tion are distinct. 


The arguments admit of rejoinders, and in some cases invite them, 
especially when Aristotle seems to contravene views he has 
asserted elsewhere. 

The first argument seeks to block the suggestion that perception 
is present in potentiality in someone who sleeps by countering that 
the imagination is active during dreams, whereas perception is 
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dormant. When in a dream we have an image of a man in a yellow 
hat, even if we are, in some attenuated sense, then potentially 
seeing a man in a yellow hat, we cannot explain our image as an 
instance of perception. 

The second argument has occasioned consternation and a spate 
of suggested emendations. One small problem is already attended 
to in the argument as formulated. The text says that ‘perception is 
always present’ (428a8), suggesting to some a contradiction even 
with what has just been asserted, viz. that perception is not 
present in sleep. The argument as formulated avoids this problem 
by treating ‘always’ (aei) non-temporally, as equivalent to ‘in every 
case’ or ‘without exception’ (cf. EN 1097b20; Pol. 1254a25, 
1296a24, 1333429), a translation deriving support from the con- 
trast required in the present context, namely that perception is 
present without exception in all animals. More substantively, the 
manuscripts deny imagination indifferently to bees, ants, and 
grubs, something evidently at variance with Aristotle’s tendency 
to be impressed by ants and bees. He regards bees as political 
animals, though presumably in a weaker of the various senses in 
which he uses that phrase (Part. An. 648a5-7, 650b24-7; cf. Met. 
980b24). Grubs, by contrast, he does not hold in high regard 
(Hist. An. 489b12-13; Gen. An. 733aI-2). The translation accepts 
a suggestion owing in modern times to Torstrick, though with 
ancient support (in the paraphrase of Themistius 89, 35-90, 14) 
according to which Aristotle offers imagination to ants and bees 
but denies it to grubs. 

On the other hand, if Aristotle vacillates about whether grubs 
have internal images, even while granting them to ants, we might, 
if we are willing to reflect on the matter, simply join him in doing 
so. It is not clear at what point we should forbear treating lower 
animal forms as capable of internal representation. 

The third argument asserts unqualifiedly that perception is 
always true, though Aristotle is more guarded below at 
428b18-19, where he claims, more in keeping with his normal 
position, that perception of exclusive objects (idia) admits least of 
all of falsehood (see notes to 418a1 1-17 and 418a24-5). A second 
mildly troubling feature of this argument pertains to Aristotle’s 
conception of truth and falsity. Here he says that imagination is 
mainly false; earlier in the chapter (427b17-21), Aristotle had tied 
truth and falsity to the involuntariness of belief (doxa), suggesting 


283 


DE ANIMA BOOK III 


implicitly that imagination was voluntary at least in part because 
it lacked such constraints. That in turn implies that truth and 
falsity simply do not pertain to imagination. One easy resolution 
understands Aristotle as asserting in the present passage that 
images are mainly not veridical, in the sense that they fail to 
represent anything, whereas earlier he had been suggesting that 
truth and falsity do not pertain to imagination as a faculty, in the 
sense that it is neither a constraint nor a goal of imagination that 
it aim for the truth. If so, then we are at liberty to say without 
contradiction that though images may in fact inadvertently rep- 
resent something, their doing so is no part of the defining function 
of the faculty which trades in them, namely the imagination. 

The fourth argument trades on some linguistic matters. While 
we say that objects in the distance appear small, we tend not to 
say that the page in the book we are reading appears to be printed; 
yet we always speak of appearing in the case of imagination. (This 
is an instance where ‘appearance’ would better capture the linguis- 
tic connection between phantasia and its root verb phainesthai, to 
appear; see headnote.) Our linguistic tendency suggests, defeasibly, 
of course, that we mainly think of imagination in ways other than 
we think of perception. 

The final argument appeals directly to a putative fact about 
images: we can experience visual images when our eyes are closed. 
The back-reference in the text may be to the first argument, so 
that the visual images in questions are those occurring in dreams. 
If that is so, the argument mainly repeats the first argument, 
though at the level of the image rather than the faculty. Aristotle 
may also be thinking, however, of a remark at 425b24-5, where 
he speaks rather of after-images. If that is his point, the fifth 
argument adduces independent considerations, and does not draw 
upon the first. 


428a16-18: Imagination is not Knowledge or Understanding: The 
points about truth and falsity re-emerge to differentiate imagin- 
ation from knowledge (epistémé) and understanding (nous). 
If imagination can be true, in the sense permitted in the third 
argument discussed in the note to 428a5-14, then it can also 
be false in that sense—indeed, it will usually be so, as that 
argument suggests. Aristotle’s language here suggests that he is 
again allowing that both truth and falsity pertain to imagination. 
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For this reason, imagination cannot be knowledge or understand- 
ing, both of which are truth-entailing. 

It should be noted that the translation of this section departs 
from its dominant practice of rendering nous as ‘reason’ or ‘reason- 
ing’. In De Anima, Aristotle uses the word nous primarily to name a 
faculty of the human soul, but occasionally, as here, he uses it in the 
sense it is given in, e.g., Posterior Analytics II 19, where it clearly 
characterizes not a faculty but a cognitive state in which a faculty 
or person may be. (See glossary entry for further references; see 
also the Introduction to III 4, for the proper understanding of the 
word in that chapter.) In this sense, the word nous functions a bit 
like the English word ‘understanding’, as in ‘Humans, unlike dogs, 
are blessed with understanding’ and ‘Her quest for greater scientific 
understanding was frustrated by war.’ In the current passage, 
Aristotle uses nous to refer to a truth-evaluable cognitive state— 
hence ‘understanding’ rather than the more common ‘reason’. 


428a18—24: Imagination is not Belief: In contrast with his non- 
reductive arguments thus far, Aristotle’s primary arguments 
against the reduction of belief (doxa) to imagination involve 
conviction, or perhaps feelings of conviction. Although it may 
be distinguished from other capacities and states in respect of 
truth and falsity (perception, knowledge, and understanding 
being always true), imagination may yet be belief: both are some- 
times true and sometimes false. Still, belief, unlike imagination, 
involves conviction (pistis). The arguments appealing to this dif- 
ference are variations on the same theme, each appealing to 
extensional non-equivalence: 
An Argument from Belief and Conviction (428a19-22) is: 


(1) Necessarily, if S has belief, then S has conviction. 

(2) No beast has conviction. 

(3) So, no beast has belief. 

(4) Some beasts have imagination. 

(5) Hence, belief and imagination are not even coextensive. 
(6) Hence, imagination is not the same as belief. 


An Argument from Persuasion and Reason (428a22-4): 


(1) Necessarily, if S has belief, then S has conviction. 
(2) Necessarily, if S has conviction, then S admits of persuasion. 
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(3) Necessarily, if S admits of persuasion, then S has reason 
(logos). 

(4) Some beasts have imagination. 

(5) No beast has reason (logos). 

(6) Hence, again, belief and imagination are not even co- 
extensive. 

(7) Hence, imagination is not the same as belief. 


This second argument, from persuasion and reason, is of dubious 
authenticity, since the lines in which it occurs may well be an 
interpolation or expansion. In any event, both arguments develop 
the same root idea, that belief, but not imagination, is conviction- 
entailing. 

Plainly these arguments succeed only if the conception of con- 
viction (pistis) they employ is defensible. Conviction (pistis) may 
be stronger or weaker in Aristotle, ranging from acquiescence to 
robust confidence; minimally, though, it is a form of endorsement 
or pro-attitude (Top. 125b30—-126a2). Crucially, imagination 
operates without any such implication. It is possible to have an 
image of x’s being F without forming the belief that x is F. I might 
be neutral as to the question of whether x is F or, indeed, as 
Aristotle will later suggest (428b3-4), I may positively deny that x 
is F even while entertaining an image of its being so. This com- 
mends a decoupling of imagination and belief. 

That said, the appeal to extensional non-equivalence is troub- 
ling, since Aristotle elsewhere evidently allows that non-human 
animals do have belief (see note to 434a10). The second, textually 
troubled argument perhaps provides a reason for Aristotle’s 
current denial: if we suppose that belief in the end requires reason, 
then we will have, he supposes, good reason to deny belief 
to beasts. 

In order to avoid a contradiction, it may be open to Aristotle to 
draw a distinction between kinds of beliefs, in the way that he 
later distinguishes kinds of imagination, as perceptual or rational 
(see note to 433b29). Unfortunately, although allowing him to 
ascribe and withhold belief to beasts, any such distinction would 
threaten the grounds for extensional non-equivalence here. More- 
over, it is difficult to grasp a notion of belief indifferent to some 
kind of conviction, even if it is non-evidentiary in its basis. That 
said, Aristotle’s subsequent distinction between rational and 
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perceptual imagination (433b29), which carries with it the con- 
tention that non-human animals have only perceptual imagin- 
ation (433b29-30), helps explain the way he divides rational and 
non-rational faculties: rationality may bleed down into other 
faculties, imbuing them with features they lack in its absence. 
Here, then, he may be assuming that animals lack rationally 
attuned beliefs, which would suffice to ground the arguments 
for non-extensionality. 


428a24-b9: Imagination is not the Interweaving of Belief and 
Perception: We may agree that imagination is not perception 
(aisthésis) on the grounds that the two come apart operationally 
(see note to 428a5-14), and that it is not belief (doxa), because 
belief requires conviction, whereas imagination does not (see note 
to 428a18-24). Even so, imagination may yet be a combination of 
the two, non-conviction-entailing insofar as it has a perceptual 
component, and operationally distinct from perception insofar as 
it is doxastic. The possibility is not an idle one, simply hanging in 
logical space for eventual refutation: it seems to have a Platonic 
pedigree (Tim. 52a7; Soph. 264a1-b3). If that is correct, then we 
can appreciate why Aristotle would feel the need in general to 
rebut reductive treatments of imagination. There are more parsi- 
monious approaches to the faculty in the air which he regards as 
impoverished in their explanatory resources. 

Properly, Aristotle begins by setting out three possibilities 
regarding imagination’s relation to belief and perception, con- 
sidered jointly. Imagination might be: (i) belief accompanied by 
(meta) perception; (ii) belief got through (dia) perception; or (iii) an 
interweaving (sumploké) of belief and perception (428a24-6). The 
first two possibilities suggested are in fact already ruled out, since 
each involves an identification of imagination with belief. That 
leaves (iii), the suggestion that imagination is an interweaving 
(sumploké) of belief and perception. The word is already rich in 
Academic overtones and has a quasi-technical meaning. Plato had 
said, for example, that ‘reason (logos) comes to be for us through 
an interweaving of Forms with one another’ (Soph. 259e5-6), 
where the sort of relation envisaged is plainly not any kind of 
aggregation or simple inter-stitching. In this sense, the position 
on the table is sophisticated, relative to those already canvassed 
in the chapter. 
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Aristotle’s refutation is similarly sophisticated. (It has been 
subject to various interpretations. See Lycos (1964), Wedin 
(1988: 71-84), and Heil (2003) for reconstructions.) In general, 
Aristotle proceeds via a reductive dilemma. He regards the the- 
ory, crucially, as committed to treating the objects of belief and 
perception as one and the same (428a26-9), though his reason for 
doing so is initially a bit obscure, namely that it will not do to 
have an interweaving of a belief of something good and a percep- 
tion of something white (428a29-b1). Presumably Aristotle is 
contrasting two sorts of cases: (i) my perceiving something 
white and my believing it to be white, where the overlap is non- 
co-incidental; and (ii) my perceiving something white and believ- 
ing it to be good, where the overlap is co-incidental. 

Once he has secured the non-co-incidental sameness of an 
object, Aristotle observes that, in fact, one and the same object 
may appear ¢ even while we do not believe it to be @. The sun 
appears to us one foot across, even while we hold to the convic- 
tion that it is larger than the inhabited world. (So, e.g., with the 
Miiller-Lyer lines: we stare at them, allowing that one set appears 
larger than the other, while believing, because we know the 
illusion, that they are equal in length.) Since belief and appear- 
ance come apart, and since we have agreed that what is believed is 
also what is perceived, we have the following argument: 


(1) It is possible to imagine x’s being F while believing that x is 
not F. 

(2) If (1), and imagination is the interweaving of belief and 
perception, then either (a) one subordinates belief to 
imagination, or (b) one maintains both the belief and the 
image. 

(3) If (2a), then one mysteriously gives up a belief, though no 
new evidence or grounds for persuasion have come to light. 

(4) It is implausible and unmotivated to maintain that we 
should change our beliefs in the absence of new evidence 
or shifting grounds. 

(5) If (2b), then, according to the theory in view, one and the 
same thing will be both true and false. 

(6) (5) cannot be. 

(7) Hence, either not (1) or imagination is not the interweaving 
of belief and perception. 
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Since we have no grounds to deny (1), and indeed perfectly plain 
reasons to affirm it, the theory according to which imagination is 
an interweaving of belief and perception is to be rejected. 

(1) seems a datum, especially if we bear in mind that imagin- 
ation, as understood by Aristotle, does not require conviction 
(428a19-22). (2) sets the dilemma. Normally, in the case of con- 
flict between belief and imagination, imagination bows to belief 
(we do not believe that the sun is one foot across). On the theory 
proposed it must either be the other way around, as (2a) suggests, 
or it will turn out that nothing gives way to anything, as (2b) 
contends. These seem the only alternatives if imagination takes 
as its object the object of belief and perception, which are non- 
co-incidentally the same (428b1-2; cf. De Insom. 458b29, 460b18). 

Neither alternative is palatable. Taking (2a) first: if I believe 
that the Miiller-Lyer lines are the same length, then if my image of 
them is partly constituted by that belief, I will have to suppose 
that my belief came around to my image, so that my belief will 
have changed, unbidden by evidence, to conform to my image. 
Alternatively, according to (2b), my belief, which is true, will 
remain unchanged. Yet my belief, according to the theory, will 
constitute my image, which is not true. Hence, this same thing 
will be true and not true. Note that Aristotle does not assert, as he 
is easily and often understood to assert, that the theory commits 
its proponents to the view that one can believe and disbelieve the 
same thing or even that one can believe incompatible propos- 
itions. Rather, the complaint of alternative (2b) is that the belief 
itself will be both true and false, true because it was hypothe- 
sized to have been true and nothing has changed with respect to 
it when it came to be identified with an image, and false because 
it constitutes an instance of imagination which, as our datum 
(1) requires, is false and so not true. 

Taking all that together, imagination can be neither belief 
alongside perception, nor belief got through perception, nor an 
interweaving of perception and belief. 


428b10-30: The Connection between Imagination and 
Perception: Although imagination is neither perception (aisth- 
ésis) (see note to 428a5-14), nor belief (doxa) (see note to 
428a18—24), nor an interweaving of belief and perception (see note 
to 428a24-b9), there is, nonetheless, an important connection 


289 


DE ANIMA BOOK III 


between imagination and perception. The discussion in this sec- 
tion changes tack from what has preceded, treating imagination 
now in primarily physiological terms. The first set of observa- 
tions, too loose to constitute a proper argument, contend that 
imagination could not occur in beings lacking perception, 
and, more narrowly, that imagination could not occur without 
perception. 

Aristotle proceeds to a more fine-grained discussion of the 
relation between imagination and perception by suggesting a 
threefold classification of perception in terms of truth and falsity. 
His distinction overlaps but is not completely coordinated with 
the classifications of objects introduced in II 6 (for which, see the 
Introduction to that chapter): exclusive (idion), common (koinon), 
and co-incidental (or co-inciding; kata sumbebékos). Here he 
mentions the exclusive, a second class, and the common. Aris- 
totle’s presentation of the second class is unfortunately garbled in 
the text, but it differs from the exclusive inasmuch as it admits of 
falsity, whereas perception of the exclusive tends to be truth- 
preserving. The text as translated treats Aristotle as distinguish- 
ing not between exclusive and co-incidental objects, but as 
between broad and narrow conceptions of objects of perception 
(on which, see the General Introduction § III.B, and notes to 
418a25, 424a29-b31, 426a23, 432a3-6). Taken this way, his point 
is that perceiving not narrowly and exclusively white but rather 
more broadly some white thing gives way to predicational com- 
plexes which admit of falsity (cf. Cat. 2a4-10; De. Interp. 16a9-18; 
Met. 1027b17-28), of the form the thing is white. About such 
complexes one may go wrong. This would contrast with perceiving 
an exclusive object, white, which Aristotle suggests is always true or, 
as he qualifies, ‘is subject to falsity in the smallest degree’ (428b19). 

This qualification regarding exclusive objects represents a sig- 
nificant divergence from the uncompromising line taken in II 6 
(cf. 427b12, 428a1 1, 430b29; De Sensu 442b8; Met. 1010b2-26). 
It is sometimes thought that the difference stems from a shift 
in specificity in Aristotle’s characterization of exclusive objects. 
In II 6 it was the more generic colour (chréma, 418a13), whereas 
here is the more specific white (/eukon, 428b21). There is this 
difference, but it does not suggest any immediately defensible 
way of reconciling Aristotle’s current rider with his earlier unquali- 
fied contention. 
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Moreover, Aristotle implicitly rescinds the qualification just a 
bit further on in the present chapter when he teases out the 
consequences of his distinction for imagination: those deriving 
from the first class, i.e. from perception of exclusive objects, are 
true when the perception is present, whereas the other two classes 
admit of falsity in degrees corresponding to the remoteness of 
the object. 


428b30—429a2: A Positive Characterization of Imagination: 
Aristotle’s reflections on imagination as a sort of perceptual 
afterbirth induce him to put forward, if only briefly, a positive 
characterization of the faculty, or quasi-faculty, which draws also 
more generally on the entire chapter, the thrust of which has been 
to parry a series of reductive hypotheses. He contends, by way of 
concluding, that ‘imagination would be a motion effected by 
actual perception’ (429a1-2; cf. De Insom. 459a17). It is unclear 
whether Aristotle supposes this last contention to approach being 
a definition of imagination, or, more weakly, a constraint on any 
adequate defining condition of imagination, or, more weakly still, 
a simple observation about the causal antecedents of every 
instance of imagination. (Someone might agree that every 
instance of perception is caused by distal stimulation without 
thereby being constrained to accept a causal theory of 
perception.) 


429a2-9: Closing Observations: Aristotle closes with two 
observations, the first of which involves him in his occasional 
indulgence in bad etymology. Given the tight connection between 
perception and imagination, whereby perception gives rise to 
imagination, and given that sight is the paramount sense (cf. 
Met. 998a23; De Sensu 43743), Aristotle suggests that the word 
‘imagination’ (phantasia) developed from the word ‘light’ (phés). 
This is the sort of bad etymologizing for which Aristotle had 
elsewhere justly castigated others (see note to 405b1 1-30). 

The last substantive observation looks forward to Aristotle’s 
action theory, which he develops in III 9-10. He observes that 
imagination suffices for action in beasts, which lack reason (cf. 
note to 428a18—24), and in humans, when they have taken leave 
of theirs. 
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CHAPTER 4 


Introduction to III 4 

Aristotle’s treatment of reason (nous) represents his third and 
final major deployment of hylomorphic analysis in De Anima, 
the first having been to soul and body in general and the second to 
perception (aisthésis). The translation of nous as ‘reason’ reflects a 
decision regarding Aristotle’s approach to the psychic faculty he 
characterizes here but also a somewhat unstable judgement about 
the shifting semantic fields of the relevant English alternatives, 
namely ‘reason’, ‘understanding’, ‘intellect’, and ‘mind’. Each 
translation has some advantages and some disadvantages, and 
none is uniquely superior to the others. One important consider- 
ation concerns the fact that nous is pressed into service in a variety 
of ways in the Greek of Aristotle’s time, sometimes indicating a 
faculty and sometimes indicating a state of a faculty, sometimes 
referring to a kind of cosmic principle or entity. To do something 
‘with nous’ (sun n6(i)) is to do it wisely or prudently or reason- 
ably; to ‘have nous’ (echein noun) is to be sensible or to pay 
attention to something or someone. More broadly, Anaxagoras 
(fr. 12) and Plato (Soph. 41a, Tim. 249a, Phlb. 30c) speak readily 
of the nous of the cosmos. This is a view with a resonance in 
Aristotle as well (Met. 1070b20; some would point additionally to the 
whole of DA III 5; see the Introduction to the next chapter). Aristotle 
several times draws reservedly favourable attention to Anaximan- 
der’s characterization of nous in De Anima (404b1, 405a13, b19-20, 
including in the present chapter at 429a19). In Aristotle, nous does at 
least double duty: to reach a state of nous is to achieve a kind of 
understanding or insight (cf. 433a26, A Po. 88a15-17); to have a 
faculty of nous involves being able to engage in the kinds of activities 
characteristic of human animals, including thinking, reasoning, and 
intellection (404a28). Back in De Anima I, Aristotle wanted to raise 
and leave open the question of whether nous might be a certain sort of 
substance: ‘But reason (nous) would seem to come about in us as a 
certain substance and not to be destroyed’ (408b18—19). 

Plausibly, ‘reasoning’ splits the difference between ‘thinking’ 
and ‘intellection,’ and also, on balance, ‘reason’ seems best to 
capture Aristotle’s range of meanings when talking about both 
the faculty and the state; but not too much should be invested in 
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any such determination. One disadvantage of this translation: it 
tends to lose the connection with some verbal forms, where 
‘thinking’ is to be preferred, given the easier transitivity of ‘to 
think’ in comparison with ‘to reason’. One can ‘reason something 
through’ but it is hard to say that ‘one reasons what is undivided’ 
in preference to ‘one thinks what is undivided’, which is the 
translation given for the verb ‘to reason’ or ‘to think’ (noein) in 
DA III 6 (noein to adiaireton; 430b7). 

One other important point, also a potential disadvantage for 
this rendering, but equally a concern for any other translation as 
well: ‘object of reason’ is given for noéton, in preference to ‘object 
of thought’ or ‘intelligible’. It should be emphasized that noéton is 
directly parallel to aisthéton, object of perception, and that both 
can be either factive or modal. That is, for aisthéton we sometimes 
want ‘object of perception’, i.e. something actually perceived, and 
sometimes ‘perceptible’, i.e. the kind of object that can be per- 
ceived. (Colours, not sounds, are objects of sight.) Similarly, 
noéton may be used factively or modally, but for the modal use 
‘reasonable object’ simply will not do. So, it should be borne in 
mind that ‘objects of reason’ means either ‘objects actually 
thought’ (= factive) or ‘objects which can be thought’ or ‘can be 
engaged by reason’ (= modal). Thus one might say, e.g., ‘An 
abstract mathematical function is an object of reason, not of 
perception’—that is, it is the kind of thing which can be thought 
but not perceived. The two can, of course, overlap: if Griiber is 
just now contemplating the cosine function, then the cosine func- 
tion is the current object of his thought as well as an intelligible, 
the kind of thing which can be thought but not perceived. At the 
risk of straining the English unduly, the translation prefers 
‘objects of reason’ for noéta simply to retain the wanted connec- 
tion with ‘reason’ (nous), the faculty whose objects noéta are. 

On the general principles of hylomorphic analysis pertinent to 
this faculty, see the General Introduction § II; on the special issues 
arising from its application to reason, see the General Introduc- 
tion § IV.C. 

Early in the chapter Aristotle draws attention to the fact that 
his analysis of reasoning (or thinking, noésis) will proceed along 
the same lines as perception, namely that it is to be treated as a 
further instance of form reception (see notes to 429a13-18 and 
429a29-b9). Still, he finds an immediate disanalogy between 
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reasoning and perceiving, insofar as reason (nous) lacks an organ 
and indeed ‘is in actuality none of the things which are before it 
reasons’ (429a24), a surprising contention given the general hylo- 
morphic model in terms of which Aristotle’s analysis of reasoning 
is couched. In that framework, standard hylomorphic alterations 
require categorially paired agents and patients, where the patient 
manifests a suitable passive capacity, which capacity is rooted in 
some actual feature of the altered object. Thus, a white fence is 
made grey by receiving the form of grey already realized in a 
quantity of paint, but only then if there is a surface present to 
receive that form. We might by parity of reasoning expect there to 
be a recipient, material or otherwise, suited to acquire a form 
involved in reasoning. Some have thought Aristotle’s reluctance 
to locate such a recipient a consequence of his woeful empirical 
ignorance: he simply had no inkling of the brain or central 
nervous system. In fact, however, as an analysis of this chapter 
shows, for better or worse, his reasoning in this regard is not a 
consequence of any simple empirical ignorance. On the contrary, 
he maintains that there are in-principle objections to reason’s 
having an organ. These in-principle objections stem from reason’s 
plasticity, that is from reason’s being unconstrained with respect 
to its potential objects (see note to 429a18-29). 

The chapter is fairly orderly, and may be divided into the 
following main sections: (i) introduction (429a10-13); (ii) an 
analogy between reasoning and perceiving (429a13-18); (iii) the 
plasticity of mind and the ramifications of its being so 
(429a18-29); (iv) a disanalogy between reasoning and perceiving 
(429a29-bg); (v) reflections on abstraction and the relation of 
reason to what has magnitude (429b10-21); (vi) two puzzles 
about reason (429b22-9); and (vii) solutions to these puzzles 


(429b29-430a9). 


429a10-13: Introductory Matter; an Analogy between Reason and 
Perception: Aristotle opens the chapter by speaking of the part 
of the soul by which the soul (hé psuché) knows and understands 
(429a10-11; cf. 411b5-7, 41385, 429a23), thus putting some pres- 
sure on a stricture advanced in DA I 4 (408b1-15), where he seems 
to insist that it is the human being (ho anthrépos) rather than the 
soul which is appropriately said to pity or learn or think. The 
remark made in the earlier passage has induced some ancient 
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commentators, including Themistius (in DA 92, 32) to substitute 
‘human being’ for ‘soul’ in the present passage. This is unneces- 
sary, however, since Aristotle is not in the earlier passage denying 
that the soul is the subject of such psychological predicates, but 
rather claiming only that it is not subject to any intrinsic motions 
as may be implicated by the manifestation of such predicates (see 
note to 408a29-b18). 

Aristotle introduces as topics for consideration in the present 
chapter the general question of how reasoning comes about and 
what the differentia of reason is. In recommending a consider- 
ation of reason’s differentia, Aristotle is probably not using the 
term in its most technical taxonomical sense, where it specifies the 
feature whose presence sorts one species under a genus into 
another (Top. 122b12-24, 128a20-37, Met. 1020a33-b1), but is 
speaking in a more relaxed sense, as at 413b19, such that he is 
merely asking what the distinguishing feature or mark of reason 
might be. 

This first sentence also contains a more vexing clause. Aristotle 
raises as a topic for investigation regarding reason ‘whether it is 
separable or is not separable in magnitude but only in account’ 
(429a1 1-12). The grammar of the sentence strongly suggests that 
this is not a free-standing question, on a par with the others it 
mentions as worth investigating. Rather, Aristotle is suggesting 
that reason is at least separable (or separate, chériston) in account 
(kata logon; 429a12) and that it may also be separable (separate) 
in magnitude (kata megethos; 429a12) as well; at any rate, this 
seems to be the purport of the contrast as it is drawn. In the 
remainder of the chapter, however, he speaks simply of what is 
separate, without specifying the sort of separation he has in mind. 

It is puzzling, however, that Aristotle should introduce as a 
topic of consideration whether reason is possibly separable in 
magnitude (chéristos kata megethos), since he does not seem to 
conceive of it as a magnitude in the first place (429a24-5; see note 
to 429a18-29). It may be that he is drawing the intended contrast 
somewhat loosely, so that he means not that reason is itself a 
magnitude, but that it is separate by not being related to the 
magnitude of the body as the faculty of perception is. He else- 
where in De Anima tends to speak not of separation in magnitude 
but rather of separation in place (en topô(i)) (though cf. 432a20, 
where we have the same contrast between separation in account 
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(logo(i) and in magnitude (megethei)), and seems to use the 
expressions interchangeably, or at least to contrast them both 
with separation in account (kata logon) in similar ways (403aI1, 
413b15, 42785, 432a20, 433b24-5). If that is right, then the 
intended contrast here may simply amount to his first suggesting 
that reason is separate in account from the other capacities of 
soul, and then wondering in passing whether it is also separate in 
place. That is, however, not strictly what he says here. 

See the Introduction to I 1 for a review of types of separation in 
Aristotle; Miller (2012) reviews them and investigates in detail 
Aristotle’s attitudes towards the separability of reason. 

One final point about this first sentence concerns Aristotle’s 
manner of framing his question about reasoning (to noein): ‘it is 
necessary to consider what its differentia is and how reasoning 
ever comes about’ (429a12-13). The phrase translated as ‘how 
reasoning ever comes about’ (pôs pote ginetai to noein; 429a13) is 
intended to be, so far as possible, neutral as between two ways of 
understanding Aristotle’s question, one genetic and the other 
analytical. The genetic version: how does reasoning (to noein) 
ever develop in a human being? The analytical version: what in 
the world is reasoning (to noein)? 

The questions have very different emphases. The genetic ques- 
tion is most naturally asked of reasoning considered as a cognitive 
activity, to the effect of wondering how human reasoning, which 
is, for instance, able to grasp necessary truths, develops out of 
sense perception (aisthésis) and experience (empeiria). On this 
approach, his concern is continuous with the sorts of discussions 
he conducts about the development of reasoning in humans in 
Metaphysics A 1 and Posterior Analytics II 19. If it is taken as an 
analytical question, Aristotle is introducing as a topic for inves- 
tigation the nature of the reasoning (to noein), together with the 
related question of the nature of the faculty of reason (nous). On 
this approach, he is asking: what sort of thing is reasoning (to 
noein), such that its faculty, reason (nous), is affected by the 
objects of reason (noéta), as general hylomorphism requires 
when applied in this domain, even though this faculty is 
unaffected (apathés) and unmixed with the body? 

It would be appropriate for Aristotle to pose either sort of 
question, given where he has come thus far in De Anima. It is 
not inconceivable that he is asking both sorts of questions, but 
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then he would be packing a surprising amount into a pithy 
phrase. As it turns out, with respect to the phrase itself, we have 
little guidance from parallel constructions in Aristotle. One rea- 
sonably close parallel, which may shed some modest light on his 
orientation here, is found in the Prior Analytics in a report that it 
has been shown ‘when and how a deduction comes about’ (pote 
kai pôs ginetai sullogismos, A. Pr. 52b39; cf. 25b27, 66b4)— 
though, again, that is not a strict linguistic parallel. See also, 
however, Gen. An. 733b23-34 and 734b5-6, where the genetic 
meaning seems more prominent. 

In view of this paucity of guidance, one can best come to a 
fuller understanding of Aristotle’s orienting interest by reflecting 
on the sorts of concerns he evinces with respect to reason (nous) 
and reasoning (noein) in this and subsequent chapters. 


429a13-18: An Analogy Between Reasoning and Perceiving: 
Strictly, Aristotle does not directly assert that reasoning and 
perceiving are analogous. Instead, the analogy emerges in the 
antecedent of a conditional, though one evidently endorsed by 
Aristotle in what follows, and the commentary on this chapter 
assumes that this is so. A salutary cautionary note regarding this 
assumption can be found in Lowe (1983), who also offers a useful 
way of connecting this and the next chapter with III 7 and 8. 

Aristotle immediately teases out four apparent implications of 
his analogy, and also along the way highlights one point of 
disanalogy: 


(1) Reason is somehow affected by the object of reason, or 
something else of this sort (429a14-15). 

(2) The disanalogy: Reason is, nonetheless, unaffected (apathes; 
429a15). 

(3) Reason is capable of receiving forms (429a15-16). 

(4) Reason is potentially the sort of thing its object is, but is not 
its object (429a16). 

(5) Reason will be in general disposed to its objects as the per- 
ceptual faculty is to the objects of perception (429a17-19). 


Of these, (5) is unproblematic; (3) simply asserts that reason falls 
under the hylomorphic account of change, broadly construed (see 
the General Introduction § II); and to appreciate (4), it is only 
necessary to recall that just as there are two notions of ‘object’ in 
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‘object of perception’, one broad and one narrow (a rose versus 
the scent of a rose; see the General Introduction § IV.B), so there 
are two notions of ‘object’ in ‘object of reason’ (noéton). The 
locution ‘object of reason’ thus may be taken broadly as, e.g., 
the species considered as a collection of animals, or narrowly as 
the form of the species gorilla, that is, as the property in virtue of 
which all those animals qualify as gorillas. Put in these terms (4) is 
pointing out that when reason is enformed by the form of the 
species gorilla, it does not itself become a gorilla (cf. 432a3). In 
some instances of reasoning, however, the distinction between 
broad and narrow object may collapse (see note to 430b6). 

So much is reasonably straightforward. By contrast, (1) and (2) 
present difficulties. It is noteworthy that Aristotle qualifies (1) as 
he does. Applied strictly, the analogy with perception would have 
him asserting directly that form reception in reasoning proceeds 
just as form reception in perceiving does (though exactly how 
that is to be understood has itself proven controversial; see the 
General Introduction § IV.B and the Introduction to II 12). The 
qualification ‘or in something else of this sort’ (ê ti toiouton 
heteron; 429a14-15) suggests that he resists this implication. 
Importantly, the qualification ranges not over the object of reason 
but rather over the process of being affected. That is, Aristotle is 
claiming not that in reasoning reason is affected by an object of 
reason or something else like an object of reason, but rather that it 
consists either in being affected by such an object or in something 
like being affected by such an object. His hesitation to accept the 
implication of his own analogy of thought with perception pre- 
sumably derives from several sources, including: (i) the two 
notions of potentiality marked in 417b2-29, which ends with a 
forward reference, evidently to the current discussion (see note to 
417b2-16; cf. notes to 412a2I-7 and 417a14-20), according to 
which some cases of being affected involve the destruction of a 
contrary by a contrary, while others preserve and enhance what is 
affected; (ii) his contention that reason lacks a bodily organ (see 
note to 429a18—29); and (iii) his need to avoid an obvious contra- 
diction between (1) and (2). 

This last point is clearly the most immediate concern he should 
have in the current context. In (1) we find Aristotle claiming that 
reason is somehow affected, while in (2), which follows one line 
later, he asserts that it is unaffected (apathes) (429a15). Worse 
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still, he represents (2) as an inference from (1), with the result that, 
if he were speaking unqualifiedly, he would be saying something 
of this sort: since reason, like perception, is affected by its objects, 
it must be unaffected—which would be rather like his saying that 
since a boxer, like a martial arts warrior, is sometimes bloodied 
when fighting, boxers must be unscathed in the ring. In fact, 
though, the qualification in (1) shows that he is making no such 
coarse inference, and is sensitive to the relation between some- 
thing’s being affected in the sense of suffering something 
(paschein) and its being itself unaffected by the thing which it 
suffers (apathes). 

Aristotle is claiming, in effect, that, when suitably understood, 
reason’s being affected—after a fashion—is consistent with its 
being unaffected. Here the related distinctions between two 
notions of being affected (paschein) and of alteration (alloiésis) 
distinguished at 417b2-16 prove crucial. A child is altered by 
being fed and nurtured; but food does not affect her nature as a 
human being. On the contrary, her growing to maturity involves 
her realizing her fullest potential from a state which is already in 
place and not acquired in the process of her being affected, 
namely her nature as a human being. Similarly, reason is never 
altered in its nature when affected by its objects. There is an 
important wrinkle, however, which undermines this easy illustra- 
tion to some extent, in that reason seems to have no nature 
beyond its being potential (429a21-2; see note to 429a18-29 for 
further discussion). 

That allowed, the suggestion that reason is both unaffected and 
somehow brought about by the efficacy of its objects strains 
Aristotle’s hylomorphic analysis of change almost beyond recog- 
nition (see the General Introduction § IV.C). Aristotle has, how- 
ever, more to say on this matter in the present chapter at 
429b23-4 (see notes to 429b21-9 and 429b29-430a9). 


429a18-27: The Plasticity of Reason: This complex section 
contains the crux of Aristotle’s positive doctrine about the faculty 
of reason. It comprises a single continuous argument whose 
outlines are clear, but whose precise commitments and assump- 
tions have occasioned severe controversy. The overarching 
argument is: 
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(1) Reason thinks all things (429a18). 

(2) [If (1), then reason must be unmixed.] 

(3) Hence, reason is unmixed (amigé; 429a18). 

(4) [If it is unmixed, the nature of reason must be nothing other 
than something potential.] 

(5) Hence, the nature of reason is nothing other than some- 
thing potential (429a2 1-2). 

(6) [If its nature is nothing other than something potential, 
then reason is in actuality none of the things existing before 
it thinks.] 

(7) Hence, reason is in actuality none of the things existing 
before it thinks (429a22-4). 

(8) [If reason is in actuality none of the things before it thinks, 
then it is not mixed with the body.] 

(9) Hence, reason is not mixed with the body (429a24-5). 


With the exception of (1), the odd-numbered premises represent 
the inferences drawn explicitly in the text; the even-numbered 
premises have been supplied to trace the enthymematic premises. 
(1) is itself simply asserted without argument, evidently as some 
manner of datum (429418). 

There immediately follows an additional argument for (9), 
which also serves to give some content to the claim that reason 
is not mixed with the body: 


(10) If reason could come to be qualified in one way or 
another, e.g. if it could come to be hot or cold, there 
would be an organ for it, just as there is for the perceptual 
faculty (429a25-6). 

(11) As things are, however: (a) there is no organ for it; or (b) it 
is nothing (429427). 

(12) (a) Since there is no organ for reason (accepting 11a), it 
cannot come to be qualified; or (b) since it is nothing in 
actuality (accepting 11b), reason cannot come to be quali- 
fied, and hence there is no organ for it. 

(13) If either (3a) or (3b), reason is not mixed with the body 
(429a24-5). 

(14) Hence, reason is not mixed with the body (429a24-5). 
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The disjunction in (11) and the concomitant disjunction in (12) 
reflect two distinct ways of understanding Aristotle’s argument 
for his contention that reason lacks an organ. 

If we accept (11a), which is the standard understanding of the 
argument, then the sense of being unmixed with the body will be 
precisely that reason lacks an organ. (11a) reflects an implicit 
addition, not in the text, but accepted by many translators, who 
understand Aristotle to be saying “but as things are, there is no 
organ for it (t6(i), sc. for nous). 

On this understanding, Aristotle’s reasoning, in paraphrase, is: 
(a.i) if reason could be qualified by being hot or cold, then there 
would be an organ for it (= it would have its own organ); but (a.1i) 
it does not have any organ; so (a.iii) reason is unmixed with the 
body. This interpretation could be helped along by a reading 
having some manuscript warrant, according to which the word 
‘or’ (ê) is placed before the claim that ‘there would be an organ’, 
thus representing this as an independent hypothesis about the 
requisites of reason’s being mixed with the body. The translation 
does not accept this emendation. 

If we accept (11b), which reflects a text without the inclusion of 
the ‘or’, Aristotle’s point will be that since reason is nothing in 
actuality, it cannot come to be qualified, which is a condition of 
anything’s having an organ. Periphrastically, then: (b.i) if reason 
were mixed with the body, it would be able to take on various 
qualities and would have an organ; but (b. ii) since it is nothing 
in actuality before reasoning, neither of these results obtains; so 
(b.iii) reason is not mixed with the body. 

On either reading, the ultimate conclusion will be the same, 
that reason is unmixed with the body; so, it may seem indifferent 
as to whether we prefer (11a) or (11b). For the purposes of 
assessing his argument, however, it matters crucially how Aris- 
totle arrives at his ultimate conclusion. (11a) represents him as 
simply asserting (in a.ii) that reason lacks any organ, perhaps as a 
result of the impoverished state of empirical science in his time. 
(11b), by contrast, represents him as relying on a point already 
established, to the effect that reason is nothing in actuality. 
Reasons for preferring (11b) are found in Shields (1995); con- 
trasting accounts may be found in Caston (1998), Sisko (1999), 
and Heinaman (2007); the literature is fairly and clearly reviewed 
and assessed by Miller (2012). One should, in view of these 
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complexities tread lightly regarding this passage. There has been 
a tendency, at least as old as ps.-Simplicius, to maintain, that 
‘since there is no organ for it, reason (nous) is completely separate 
from bodies’ (in de An. 227, 30); such precipitate interpretations 
are consistent with the argument of this passage, but not 
required by it. 

However one understands its final phase, the bulk of the argu- 
ment proceeds in (1)-(9). Each of the premises has proven chal- 
lenging. As presented, the argument ultimately rests upon a 
single, slender claim, namely that reason thinks all things (panta 
noei; 429a18). This is not the false claim that reason at any time, 
or even over all of time, thinks everything which can be thought; 
it is, rather, the intriguing claim that reason is unconstrained with 
respect to its objects. In this respect reason is, in Aristotle’s 
estimation, unlike perception. A too intense light, though being 
an instance of the kind of thing which can be perceived, blinds; an 
intense thought, Aristotle contends, only sharpens the mind (cf. 
424a28-34, 426a30—b3; notes to 422a20-31 and 429a29-b9). He 
infers, on this basis, that reason cannot have any positive features 
of its own. 

One factor influencing Aristotle in drawing out this conse- 
quence of unrestricted plasticity is precisely the hylomorphic 
framework within which reasoning (or thinking, noésis) is being 
articulated here: something cannot change into what it already 
is, either where the destruction of contraries is concerned, as in 
the base case, nor with respect to a level of actuality, as in the 
more attenuated case of alteration (see 417b2-16 and note to 
429a18-29 for the distinction). Hence, if reason were a certain 
way, it could not be made to become that way; accordingly, it 
could not change in that respect; and consequently it could not 
think what it already was and so could not think all things. See 
Brentano (1867) for a philosophically penetrating development 
of this line of thought, though one which also swiftly leaves 
behind the contours of Aristotle’s text as we have it. Shields 
(1995) attempts a detailed reconstruction of the argument of 
this passage. 

Among the many remaining difficulties with the argument, 
some of the most severe are those attending to (7), the interim 
conclusion that reason is none of the things existing in actuality 
before it thinks (429a22-4). (See the General Introduction § IV.D 
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for an exposition of this worry.) One might think that Aristotle’s 
view is simply untenable here, on the grounds that, necessarily, if 
x is to be affected by an object of reason, then x must in the first 
instance exist in actuality in order to be affected. After all, if there 
is nothing actual to be affected in some alteration, then evidently 
no affection can take place: one cannot paint a fence white when 
there is no fence to be painted. There is some latitude for Aristotle 
here, however. He may be supposing only that reason exists in 
potentiality as a faculty of a human being before it thinks, at 
which time it becomes something actual. Thus, S’s capacity to 
swim across the English Channel, although grounded in actual 
facts about S’s physical constitution, is nothing in actuality before 
S learns to swim. One must in this vein distinguish between: (a) 
S’s actually having this or that capacity (Getrude has a capacity 
to swim, whereas her copy of The Mill on the Floss does not); and 
(b) S’s capacity being actualized or not (because he is a swimmer, 
Tom’s capacity was actualized when he learned to swim and then 
again, in a different way, when he swam across the Channel, 
whereas Maggie’s was never actualized at all because she never 
learned to swim). This much would respect what seems a minimal 
condition of adequacy, namely that necessarily if x is potentially 
Q, then there is some y such that y is actually y, and y’s being 
actually y grounds x’s being potentially @. This would perhaps be 
a rather deflationary way of looking at Aristotle’s striking claim, 
though it would still at least serve to distinguish reason from the 
faculty of perception, which is actual in sense (b) from the outset 
of life (see note to 417b16-27). 

In any event, Aristotle’s contention in this regard would seem to 
undermine, or rather to answer, his tentative query in 408b18—19 as 
to whether reason might not be a substance (ousia). For it seems 
impossible that something which is in its nature nothing other than 
potential could be a substance. 


429a27-9: Qualified Praise for Plato: Aristotle punctuates his 
core argument regarding the nature of reason with qualified 
praise, evidently for Plato. He does not, however, mention Plato 
by name; nor are there any clear expressions of this view in the 
Platonic dialogues given in just the terms used here by Aristotle 
(though there are some remarks tending in the direction in mainly 
critical passages in the Parmenides at 132b5, 133c¢5, and 134a10). 
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He may also be alluding to Plato’s doctrine of recollection, as at 
Meno 8oe-86d. If this is intended, then the second of Aristotle’s 
qualifications is so severe as to eviscerate Plato’s intended mean- 
ing. For, on this approach, if we wish to think of the soul as ‘a 
place of forms’ (topon eidén; 429a27-8), Aristotle recommends 
that: (i) we should not speak of the whole soul, but only the 
rational soul as this place of forms; and (ii) that forms are only 
potentially in the soul, and not actually. 

Whoever the intended target may be, Aristotle does adhere 
to his own formulation of this doctrine at 410a10-13, 417b22-4, 
and 431b28. 


429a29-b9: A Disanalogy between Reason and Perception; the 
Separability of Reason: So far we have seen that Aristotle’s 
analogy between reasoning and perceiving, if imperfect in several 
respects, at least provides a familiar framework for articulating 
the nature of reason. Aristotle now proceeds to draw attention to 
significant features of disanalogy between reasoning and perceiv- 
ing and draws some striking consequences for reason. Earlier 
he had claimed that sensory organs (aisthétéria) were that in 
which the capacity (dunamis) of perception (aisthésis) is located 
(424a24). Now, on the basis, in part, of differences between 
reasoning and perceiving, Aristotle asserts that reason is separate 
(chéristos), evidently from the body (429bs). 

It is essential in evaluating this passage to recall the striking 
claim of DAI 1, that a sufficient condition for the soul (psuché) to 
be separate was its having affections peculiar to it (403a10). He 
seems here to make a directly analogous point regarding reason 
(nous) and also to derive the consequence left undrawn regarding 
the whole soul. The precise connection between these two conse- 
quences is partly a function of the mereology of soul presupposed 
by Aristotle (on which topic, see notes to 403a3-27, 410a13-22, 
411a26—b14, and 413b11-414a3). 

In the current passage, the source of disanalogy highlighted by 
Aristotle pertains to the way in which perception and reason fail 
to be affected by their corresponding objects. Undue intensity 
in its objects deadens or destroys the faculty of perception, 
whereas more elevated objects enhance the power of reason (cf. 
424a28-34, 426a30—-b3; note to 422a20-31). The argument of the 
passage appears abductive: we observe a marked difference 
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between perception and reason; the best or only explanation is 
that reason is without the body; hence, reason is without the 
body, and so is separate. 

That said, on a second possible interpretation, Aristotle is not 
arguing here for the separability of reason so much as accepting it 
as already established by the argument of 429a18-27, in which 
case he is merely appealing to the fact to explain and ground the 
disanalogy he observes between reasoning and perceiving. 


429b5-9: Self-Moving Reason: In this passage, Aristotle relies 
on his distinction between grades of potentiality and actuality 
(discussed in notes to 412a21—7 and 417a14-20; cf. Phys. 255a33, 
Met. 1050a21-3), according to which an actualized potentiality 
which is not actively operative is a first but not a second actuality: 
if someone learns to read Old Church Slavonic, then they are 
actual readers of that language, even if they are at present reading 
the New York Times. When they put down the newspaper and 
turn to the appropriate liturgical texts, they are actual readers of 
Old Church Slavonic to a higher degree. This is also the kind of 
change which does not involve destruction, but rather preserva- 
tion and development into a full actuality (as discussed in note to 
429a18-29). 

In the present connection, Aristotle says, on the reading 
adopted in the translation, that when one is in the relevant first 
actuality, one can move to the highest level, a second actuality, of 
one’s own accord. This seems to have the consequence that reason 
is a sort of self-mover (cf. 417a27-8, b23-4). On the sometimes 
problematical results of this consequence, see Wedin (1994), 
Shields (1994), Burnyeat (2002), and Heinaman (2007). 

It should be noted, however, that the text translated is contro- 
versial, and owes to an emendation at 429b9 proposed by 
Bywater in 1885, who argued that the text as transmitted ‘itself’ 
(de hauton) should be altered to ‘through itself’ (di’ hautou). With 
the emendation, ‘And then one is able to move to actuality 
through oneself,’ Aristotle’s point is that once intellectual forms 
have been acquired, one can reason at will, a reading deriving 
some, though hardly conclusive support from 417a27. Without 
the emendation, ‘And then it is able to think itself,’ the reasoning 
or thinking in question is reflexive, so that Aristotle’s point will be 
that only when it has acquired some intellectual forms and so has 
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moved from potentiality into actuality, is reason able to think 
itself. This reading gains some support, again hardly conclusive, 
from Aristotle’s remark earlier in the chapter that reason is 
nothing in actuality before reasoning (see note to 429a18-27). It 
is possible that the unemended text should stand, but it is difficult 
to grasp why Aristotle should suddenly, without warning or 
following comment, wish to make a point about reflexive reason- 
ing or self-awareness. The issue is comprehensively and intelli- 
gently discussed by Owens (1976), who makes the plausible but 
not overwhelming case for avoiding Bywater’s proposal. 


429b10—21: Magnitudes, Abstraction, and Reason: This section 
concludes with a claim which recommends careful study of the 
entire passage, namely that reason’s own separation somehow 
tracks the ways in which its objects are themselves separate 
from matter. Unfortunately, in view of its interlocking textual 
and interpretive difficulties, the passage has proven vexing to 
commentators. Malcolm (1983) reviews some of the issues 
regarding this passage and offers a reading which seeks to situate 
it in the programme of the chapter as a whole. 

Aristotle distinguishes magnitude and water from what it is to 
be a magnitude and what it is to be water—or more literally 
‘being a magnitude’ (appropriately also translated as ‘being for 
a magnitude’, to einai megethei; 429b10) and ‘being water’ (‘being 
for water’, einai hudati; 429b11), where the contrast intended is 
one between a thing and its being or essence (einai). In these cases, 
the things in question, water and magnitude, are not the same as 
their essences. To this class of entity, Aristotle opposes two other 
sorts which, he says, are the same as their being or essence. So, we 
have two interlocking distinctions: (i) things and their being or 
essence; and (ii) things which are identical with their being or 
essence and things which are not. These distinctions evidently 
draw upon Metaphysics Z 6, a chapter which should be read in 
connection with this passage, but which has, unfortunately, itself 
been subject to a variety of interpretations. 

For the present, however, let us focus on the second distinction, 
and following Aristotle’s illustration, call members of the first 
class snub kinds and members of the second class formal kinds. 
The snub (to simon) is Aristotle’s preferred example of a thing 
whose definition requires that it be realized in matter of a 
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specifiable sort: snub is concavity in a nose (cf. Met. 1025b32, 
1030b28, 1064a23). The main function of the distinction between 
formal and snub kinds in the current passage is to draw attention 
to two ways of judging or discriminating snub kinds. It is entirely 
possible to make judgements about the being or essence (einai) 
of water or the being or essence (einai) of magnitude; but, accord- 
ing to Aristotle, one manages to do so only by means of a faculty 
other than the faculty required to make judgements about water 
or magnitude themselves. Or, at any rate, Aristotle allows, in a 
retreat from the surprising strength of his initial conclusion, 
that if one does in fact judge by means of the same faculty, this 
faculty must be in different conditions when judging in these 
different ways. 

Presumably Aristotle intends to accept the first of these alter- 
natives, suggesting that reason discriminates formal kinds and the 
essences of snub kinds, while perception discriminates snub kinds 
insofar as they have sensible qualities. If that is so, it is a bit 
puzzling as to why he allows that the diverse tasks might be 
handled by a single faculty in two distinct conditions. Probably 
Aristotle introduces the unfavoured alternative simply because 
the argument offered here is a bit slight, unless augmented by 
additional considerations. In any event, his entrenched policy of 
individuating faculties by their objects forces him towards the first 
alternative, that different faculties discriminate these different 
kinds (for this policy, see 402b9-16, 415a14-22, Introduction to 
II 4, and note to 418a1 1-17). 

The concluding sentence of this section asserts that as things 
stand in the case of entities without matter, either formal kinds or 
essences abstracted from snub kinds, so too do they stand with 
respect to reason. Aristotle’s precise intention in drawing this 
comparison is disputed. Some ancient commentators took the 
extreme view that in this passage Aristotle committed himself 
to a multiplicity of distinct human reasons, ranging from the 
enmattered reason (enhulos nous) to the immaterial reason (anhu- 
los nous), corresponding to different kinds of abstract entities, 
belonging to snub kinds and formal kinds respectively (see, e.g., 
Them. 97, 5). This seems an extravagant overinterpretation, how- 
ever. Aristotle’s more likely meaning is that reason tracks degrees 
and kinds of abstractness or separation from matter by its own 
abstractive activities: it must abstract essences from snub kinds, 
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which are separate only then and only in definition, but kinds 
existing separately simpliciter may be grasped directly and com- 
pletely as they are, without any abstractive activity on the part 
of reason. 

For the distinction between kinds of separation (chériston), see 
the Introduction to I 1 (cf. Gen et. Cor. 317bI0, 329a25; Met. 
1019aI—4, 1028a33-4, 1042a29; EN 1102a28-32); for the types of 
separation as they pertain to reason (nous), see Miller (2012). 


429b22-9: Two Puzzles: Aristotle closes the chapter by fram- 
ing two puzzles which threaten his account. The first puzzle is 
fairly clear, as is its solution; the second puzzle, along with the 
solution proffered to it, is comparatively obscure. That said, 
both puzzles seem appropriate, in view of the commitments of 
the chapter thus far. 

Puzzle One: How can reasoning occur if reason is unaffected? 
The aporetic argument confronting Aristotle is: 


(1) Reason is unaffected. 

(2) Reasoning is a kind of being affected. 

(3) If (2), then since it reason, reason is itself affected. 

(4) Hence, reason is affected ((2) and (3)). 

(5) Hence, reason is and is not affected in reasoning (by (1) 
and (4)). 


This puzzle should concern Aristotle. He has articulated (1) at 
429a15, and (2) at 429a14-15, having accepted them both ((1) 
somewhat surprisingly) as consequences of the analogy between 
reasoning and perceiving; see note to 429a13-18; cf. Gen. et Corr. 
314b26-7, 324a34-b7. Together (1) and (2) suffice to generate a 
prima facie puzzle. 

Puzzle Two: How can reason think itself? Here the aporetic 
argument is a bit more complex and also a bit more impression- 
istically put: 


(1) Ifreason thinks itself, then either it is present in other things 
or it will have present in it something rendering it a suitable 
object of reason. 

(2) If reason is present in all other things, then everything can 
reason. 

(3) It is not the case that everything can reason. 
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(4) Hence, reason is not present in all things (by (2) and (3)). 

(5) If reason has something present in it rendering it a suitable 
object of reason, then it will not be unmixed. 

(6) Reason is unmixed. 

(7) Hence, there is nothing present in reason capable of 
rendering a suitable object of reason (by (5) and (6)). 

(8) Hence, reason cannot reason itself (by (1), (4), and (7)). 


Here again an earlier commitment of the chapter engenders a 
problem, for Aristotle had accepted (6) at 429a18 and 429a2-4 as 
a consequence of the plasticity of reason (on which, see note to 
429a18-27). 


429b29—-430<9: Solutions to these Puzzles: In an effort to solve 
Puzzle One, Aristotle reaches back to his distinction between 
ways of being affected. See, in this chapter, note to 429a13-18; 
this should be read together with 417b2-29 and notes to 
412a21-7, 417a1 4-20, and 417b2-16. 

In the current context, Aristotle mainly seeks to explain the 
relevant kind of being affected by appeal to the potentiality 
exhibited by a writing tablet. Significantly, this analogy is not 
intended to represent reason as a kind of Lockean tabula rasa. 
Aristotle has, rather, a more limited illustration in view, pertain- 
ing to the kind of potentiality displayed by a writing tablet. There 
are some actual facts about a tablet which make it suitable to 
receive an inscription; but these facts are consistent with its being 
in potentiality relative to all letters, at least before it is written 
upon. So, it is in potentiality with respect to all of them, and is 
thus nothing, so to speak, inscribed in actuality before being 
written upon. 

If this is Aristotle’s intended meaning, two consequences fol- 
low. First, in repeating that reason is ‘in actuality none of the 
things which are before it reasons’ (429b31; cf. 429a24), Aristotle 
is Supposing, as was suggested in the note to 429a18-27, not that 
reason mysteriously pops into existence when it begins reasoning, 
but rather only that its capacities, being infinitely plastic and 
grounded in actual features of a cognizer, are not actualized 
until reasoning in fact begins. Second, he is thus evidently intend- 
ing to deny (3), which holds that if reasoning is itself a kind of 
being affected, then since reason thinks, it is affected. Reason 
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remains in its essence fully potential, just as a writing tablet 
remains unaffected in its nature as potentially inscribed, until 
such time as letters are written upon it. Even then it retains the 
grounding potentiality of being able to have letters inscribed upon 
it. So, reasoning may itself be a kind of being affected without 
reason’s being affected in its nature by the activity of reasoning. 

Aristotle’s solution to Puzzle Two is a bit more vexing. He 
seems implicitly to advert to the distinction drawn earlier between 
what we called snub kinds and formal kinds, as discussed in the 
note to 429b10-21. The puzzle proceeds by forging a dilemma: 
either reason is capable of being thought through its own nature 
and so is actually something, and hence is not unmixed; or it is 
unmixed but it is capable of being thought by virtue of things 
other than itself. If the latter, however, and if what is thought and 
what thinks are the same in form, it will follow that other things 
are not only intelligible, but are in fact instances of intellect, or 
reason. Neither alternative seems happy, since if everything has 
reason, then everything thinks. On the other hand, if reason is 
actually in some determinate state or is some definite thing, then it 
is not unmixed, and so not infinitely plastic. 

Aristotle evidently seeks to deny both horns of the dilemma. As 
for things thought, they do not therefore have reason simply in 
virtue of their being thought; for the sense in which reason is 
identified with them is only without their matter (430a2), just as 
reason thinks snub kinds only having first abstracted their 
essences. So, the sense in which it is right to say that water is 
one with reason is just to say that the essence of water enforms 
reason and is one with it formally. This leaves no temptation to 
ascribe mindedness to water. Unfortunately, however, this obser- 
vation provides no ready reason for thinking that one or another 
of the premises in the second puzzle, as explicated, is false. 

On the other side of the dilemma, matters are at least a bit more 
hopeful. Things without matter can be one with reason; if the 
pure or formal kinds at least include intellectual beings, as pre- 
sumably they do (Met. 1074b29-1075a5), then reason can, so to 
speak, think reason by being actualized by them. Presumably the 
subsidiary worry voiced by Aristotle (430a5—6) confirms that he is 
proceeding along these lines: if a sufficient condition for reason to 
reason is the actual presence to it of an existing reason as an 
instance of a pure or formal kind, something, accordingly, 
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standing in no need of abstraction, then why is reason not forever 
reasoning reason? 

If this captures the outlines of Aristotle’s solution, three 
additional observations are pertinent. First, in some instances, 
Aristotle will refer to the form without the matter, even though he 
is not thinking of elevated immaterial beings, as in De Anima II 
12, where he speaks of receiving forms without matter in connec- 
tion with perception (see note to 424a17-24). Second, even if we 
adopt this approach, it will remain unclear precisely how Aris- 
totle rejects either of the premises in his second aporetic dilemma. 
Finally, and more importantly, if this accurately tracks Aristotle’s 
intended solution, then the puzzle itself may have to be reconfig- 
ured. It sounds initially as if it is a puzzle about the reflexive 
reasoning in which individual minds engage when they think of 
themselves. The solution sketched seems rather a solution to a 
more general puzzle about how reason as such can think reason as 
such, whether or not that reasoning is reflexive. If, that is, reason’s 
reasoning, e.g. of the divine intellect, qualifies as reason thinking 
itself, then there is no immediate suggestion that the puzzle 
requires reflexivity to be generated (as, by contrast, a somewhat 
similar puzzle does about perception; cf. note to 417a2-14). Note, 
in this connection that Aristotle’s language in setting the puzzle is 
somewhat circumspect: he wonders ‘whether it [reason] is itself an 
object of reason’ (ei noétos kai autos; 429b26). Perhaps, then, the 
puzzle never was one directly concerned with reflexive thought. 
Conversely, if it really was intended to be a puzzle about reflexive 
thought, then it is unclear how this response qualifies as any kind 
of solution. 

Further discussion of the puzzling features of these puzzles 
may be found in Kahn (1966) and De Koninck (1994), who 
connect them with thought about the divine intelligences dis- 
cussed in Metaphysics A; Lewis (2003), who rightly stresses their 
connection to some Anaxagorean theses which Aristotle finds 
congenial; Caston (1999), who draws from them data about 
Aristotle’s approach to consciousness; and Kosman (1975) and 
Gill (1991), who see them as presaging problems addressed only 
in the next chapter. Miller (2012: 319-20) provides a crisp over- 
view of the problems and some approaches to them, and then 
also provides a plausible account of Aristotle’s reasons for intro- 
ducing them. 
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CHAPTER 5 


Introduction to III 5 

This terse, suggestive chapter has excited more exegetical contro- 
versy than any other in the Aristotelian corpus. Even though we 
have seen Aristotle reserving reason (nous) for special treatment 
throughout De Anima, and even though the previous chapter 
characterizes reason as unmixed (amigé; 429a18) and unaffected 
(apathes; 429a15), nothing has quite prepared the reader for the 
striking claims of De Anima III 5. Aristotle now distinguishes an 
active from a passive reason (or a productive from an affected 
reason; nous poiétikos from nous pathétikos—though he does not, 
in fact, ever use the term ‘nous poiétikos’ directly), and contends 
that active reason is not only unaffected and unmixed and separ- 
able, but also ‘in its essence actuality’ (té(i) ousia(i) ôn energeia; 
430a17-18), and moreover ‘deathless and everlasting’ (athanaton 
kai aidion; 430a23). All of this raises the prospect that despite his 
plain denial that the whole soul is separable in De Anima II 1, 
reason, taken by itself, may yet be separable, with the consequent 
result that perhaps he regards personal immortality as compatible 
with hylomorphism after all. This possibility in turn brings into 
sharper relief the qualification Aristotle immediately offers even 
when issuing his ‘plain denial’ of the separability of the soul: 
‘Therefore, that the soul is not separable from the body, or some 
parts of it if it naturally has parts, is not unclear’ (413a2-5). Others 
find little connection to the apparent qualification of De Anima II 1, 
reading this chapter instead as isolated from the rest of De Anima, 
and as a change of topic from human reason to divine reason. 

We find, accordingly, two dominant exegetical tendencies in 
response to this chapter. The first, a Divine Interpretation (DI), 
holds that the reason (nous) as characterized by Aristotle in this 
chapter is not a human faculty at all, but rather a detached and 
everlasting divine mind. The second, a Human Interpretation 
(HI), maintains, on the contrary, that the reason (nous) described 
in this chapter is precisely human reason. HI, but not DI, thus 
treats the reason under consideration in this chapter as the same 
reason (nous) he has been characterizing in III 4 and will carry on 
characterizing in the chapters which follow. 

HI was typically espoused by exegetes in the medieval Latin 
tradition seeking to develop a form of hylomorphism congenial to 
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Christian doctrine. An especially ingenious and powerful expo- 
nent of this general approach is to be found in Thomas Aquinas, 
who revisits the chapter again and again in his writings, both 
within and without his Aristotelian commentaries. 

Those pursuing a version of DI robustly reject this entire 
orientation. On this general approach, which found a powerful 
exponent already in Late Antiquity in the commentaries of 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, the active reason Aristotle finds 
cause to characterize in this chapter as deathless and everlasting 
is not a faculty of human beings at all, and so has nothing to 
do with the apparent qualification of De Anima II 1. According 
to this approach, the subject of this chapter is rather the 
divine intellect to which Aristotle elsewhere commits himself 
(Met. A 7 and 9). 

Although at most one of these interpretations makes maximal 
sense of the chapter, neither can be ruled out on narrowly textual 
grounds. Further, in view of the strong proponents on either 
side, each deserves an equal hearing. Consequently, the commen- 
tary proceeds as follows. For each section of the chapter, it 
advances—so far as possible—a neutral exposition, followed by 
two running commentaries in tandem. 

The Divine and Human Interpretations introduced in this 
section of the commentary are regrettably generic, and little effort 
is made to trace out the many sub-variations within each 
approach. Still, each individually represents one of the dominant 
lines of interpretation of this rich and provocative chapter; it is 
hoped that they jointly offer a glimpse of the lively dialectic which 
has characterized debates regarding nous poiétikos (active reason) 
down through the centuries. At a minimum, the presentation of 
these contrasting approaches is intended to equip those readers 
wishing to enter the debate themselves to do so with at least a 
rudimentary map of the terrain in hand. 

Unsurprisingly in view of the heated exegetical controversies 
over nous poiétikos, the literature on this chapter is vast. Among 
the works cited in the bibliography, the most detailed, thorough, 
and philosophically uncompromising is Brentano (1867/1977: 
163-229); others, including Hicks (1907), provide more philo- 
logically and historically sensitive running commentaries. 
Whether or not one adopts Brentano’s interpretation, it is salu- 
tary to appreciate how well his discussion illustrates the 
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complexity occasioned by this one short stretch of text: his com- 
mentary on a chapter of fifteen lines runs to sixty-six pages. 

For a very clear and succinct taxonomy of the main approaches 
to this chapter, see Miller (2012), who uses a slightly different 
manner of classification from that employed here. He divides the 
schools of interpretation into internal and external interpret- 
ations, based upon whether the interpretations treat nous poiéti- 
kos as internal or external to the human soul. Beyond offering a 
judicious overview, Miller provides a succinct and useful tax- 
onomy of various sub-variations of his two main approaches 
(321, with 333, n.47). It should be noted that Miller’s taxonomy 
shows one way in which the division employed here is not 
exhaustive: one could, for instance, believe that the active reason 
is not a human faculty all, without thereby identifying it with the 
divine mind. One might think, for example, as a very few com- 
mentators have thought, that the active reason Aristotle describes 
is a not a human capacity, but not the divine mind either. It could, 
for instance, be a common, non-divine mind, perhaps a kind of 
active principle of nature. The overview here sets aside such 
(minority, but not therefore false) views. It, nonetheless, provides 
references to the minority views, alongside the dominant 
approaches, where appropriate. 


General Orientations of the Divine and Human Interpretations: 
DI: As was already seen by the greatest of the ancient commen- 
tators on Aristotle, namely Alexander of Aphrodisias (DA 89. 
9—10), active reason is pure actuality, and thus devoid of all 
matter and free from potentiality. This is the same intellect called 
by Aristotle the one which enters ‘from without’ (thurathen; GA 
736b27). This intellectual being is not a human being, nor a part 
of a human being, and so not a faculty of the individual human 
soul. This being is the deity whose illuminating activity makes 
thought possible for otherwise benighted humans. 

As we have already learned in De Anima II 1, Aristotle believes 
(i) that the human soul is not separable (413a4—-6; see note to 
413a3-7), and (ii) that the rational soul is not merely a detachable 
stratum on top of the perceptual soul which might be peeled off 
like the top layer of a cake (see note to 415b8-27). On the 
contrary, the rational soul is an essential unity—and indeed an 
entity whose primary function is to provide for the unity of the 
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body. Together, these commitments combine to undermine 
any suggestion that, while the whole soul is inseparable, one 
part of it, active reason, is. Since, then, active reason is separate 
and the human soul is not, active reason cannot be—or be any 
part of—the human soul. 

Further, when we turn to the governing characterizations of 
active reason in the present chapter, we find Aristotle comparing 
it most prominently to light (see note to 430a15-17). In speaking 
of it this way, he clearly treats it as something external to the 
human soul, as an enabling condition of a certain sort. So, it 
would be perverse to regard active reason as somehow internal to 
the soul, on a par with treating the light which makes colours 
visible as residing somehow within the eyes themselves. Rather, 
active reason, as conceived by Aristotle, is something wholly 
impersonal, existing externally to the individual human soul. 
It is the divine being characterized in Metaphysics A. 

It may be that the consequences of the divine interpretation are 
welcome or it may be that they are unwelcome; but in either case, 
we would be wrong to foist upon Aristotle a Platonic, or still more 
anachronistically, a Christian conception of personal human 
immortality. Such an approach is, inter alia, out of keeping with 
the pervasively naturalistic and biological tenor of De Anima, 
which treats human beings as natural, rational, corporeal beings. 

Some proponents of DI, in addition to Alexander of Aphro- 
disias, are: among the most prominent older writers, Avicenna, 
De An., 221; Averroes, Long Comm. in DA III 18-20; and among 
more recent writers, Barnes (1971), Clark (1975), Rist (1966), 
Frede (1996), Caston (1999), and Burnyeat (2008). 

HI: As the most ancient of all commentators on Aristotle, as 
well as the only interpreter of the doctrine who actually knew 
Aristotle, Theophrastus rightly saw that active and passive reason 
are simply two features of human reason: reason is active insofar 
as reasoning is hardly a purely passive affair, but reason itself is 
also, nonetheless, passive, in so far as it involves form reception 
and so is affected by the objects of reason given to it (In DA 
I10.18—28). This view at first also seems to find an early expres- 
sion in Themistius, who at one point says: ‘active reason is in the 
soul and it is like the most honourable part of the human soul’ (Jn 
DA 103.4-5). As it turns out, however, Themistius denies that 
active reason is a personal individual faculty belonging to 
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individual humans (Jn DA 105.28-9). So, Themistius points in 
the right direction without taking the needed additional steps 
himself. HI finds a full expression in Philoponus (De intel. 
57-70-4) and in Aquinas (Jn de an. 742-3), who observed that 
any suggestion that active reason is external to the human soul, 
whether it is conceived as divine or not, seems to require that 
human beings depend upon the agency of an external actor in 
order to operate. This threatens to render humans essentially 
incapable of achieving their own good, since human flourishing 
consists in the activity of reason (EN x 6-8); but plainly any such 
suggestion is anathema to Aristotle’s unambiguously stated belief 
that human flourishing consists in the realization of essential 
human capacities—that is, of capacities belonging to human 
beings themselves. 

More importantly, when we turn to the text before us, we 
discover nothing in the course of De Anima which even remotely 
suggests an abrupt change of subject, as DI requires: throughout, 
we have been talking about the souls of natural beings, namely 
plants, animals, and humans, and neither before nor after the 
present chapter is there the slightest hint that the topic has tem- 
porarily shifted to another sort of being altogether. On the con- 
trary, the reason under discussion in De Anima III 5 is the same 
reason under discussion in De Anima III 4 and III 6. These 
chapters are, however, plainly concerned with human reasoning. 
It is thus unsurprising that De Anima III 4 and III 5 both make 
free use of the sort of vocabulary reserved here for active reason, 
namely that its being unaffected and unmixed (apathes in III 4 at 
429a15 and apathés in III 5 at 430a18; and amigé in III 4 at 
429a18 and amigés in III 5 at 430a18). 

Finally, as for the soul’s parts, Aristotle had said plainly in the 
first chapter of the work that a sufficient condition of the whole 
soul’s being separable is there being some affection peculiar to it 
and not shared with the body (see note to 403a3-27). He has now 
affirmed the antecedent of that conditional several times over, not 
least by asserting that the intellect lacks an organ (429a25-6; see 
note to 429a18—29) and is unmixed with the body (429a18, 24-5). 
Nor does his doing so contradict any claim about the inseparabil- 
ity of soul: Aristotle did not simply assert that the soul was 
inseparable from the body, but took pains to qualify his remark 
even as he introduced it: it is clear, he asserts, ‘that the soul is not 
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separable from the body, or some parts of it if it naturally has 
parts’ (413a3-5). He then straight away hastened to insist that 
‘nothing hinders some parts from being separable’ (413a6-7). See 
notes to 403a3-27 and 413a3-7. 

It may be that the consequences of the personal interpretation 
are welcome, or it may be that they are unwelcome. That will in 
turn be partly a function of what the precise consequences are 
understood to be. For it must be stressed that so far HI is generic 
in its formulation and so is consistent with a wide range of more 
fine-grained interpretations. In fact, the (putative) consequences 
of HI vary greatly from proponent to proponent, since some hold 
to this general interpretation while insisting that the human active 
intellect is separable only in account or definition (/ogdé(i)), and 
not ontologically, in its own right, or unqualifiedly (haplés), while 
others understand Aristotle to be envisaging a form of personal 
immortality. Depending on the form of HI adopted and devel- 
oped, then, Aristotle’s doctrine will begin to look more or less 
markedly Platonic. 

Some proponents of HI, in addition to Philoponus and 
Aquinas: among the most prominent older writers is ps.- 
Simplicius in de An. 240.1-248.18; among more recent writers 
those who hold that the human intellect is ontologically separ- 
ate include Rodier (1900), Ross (1961), Robinson (1983), Sisko 
(2000), and Gerson (2004); and, finally, among more recent 
writers those who hold that the human active intellect is only 
definitionally separate are Hicks (1907), Wedin (1988), and 
Caston (1999). 


430a10-14: Active and Passive Factors in Nature and in the 
Soul: In nature in general, there are active and passive elem- 
ents. Indeed, it is at the core of Aristotle’s hylomorphic analysis of 
change that in episodes of alteration something acts while some- 
thing is affected: a lump of clay does not spontaneously organize 
itself into a statue, but is made into one by the agency of the 
sculptor; nor does the sculptor sculpt something from nothing, 
but only by acting upon a suitable subject. The clay, as matter, is 
thus passive and in potentiality, and the sculptor, as efficient 
cause, is thus active, exercising a power when actualizing the 
clay’s passive potential to be a statue. So too in the case of the 
soul: the changes involved in perception and reasoning must 
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conform to these general principles. Hence, we must find in the 
case of the soul, here in the case of the reasoning soul, active and 
passive factors. This seems a straight application of Aristotle’s 
general hylomorphism. (Cf. Phys. I 7- II 8 and Met. Z 7-9, 
esp. 1045a30-2); see also the General Introduction § II on the 
general principles of hylomorphic explanation.) 

DI: Aristotle says that the general division of active and passive 
powers found in all of nature are equally evident ‘in the soul’, 
which might be taken to mean that he is here characterizing a 
distinction internal to the individual soul. The phrase ‘in the soul’ 
(en té(i) psuché(i), 430a13), however, need not mean ‘in the 
individual soul’. Rather, Aristotle means only ‘in case of the 
soul’ or, more loosely, ‘where the soul is concerned’. Of course, 
in this realm, as in others, the basic principles of hylomorphism 
apply: if reasoning and perceiving are attenuated species of alter- 
ation, then both active and passive components must be at play in 
episodes of these alterations (see the General Introduction § II for 
general principles of hylomorphic explanation). More than that 
would not be warranted by Aristotle’s general appeal to hylo- 
morphism. On the contrary, it would seem a straightforward 
fallacy of division to move from (a) in every change in the 
natural sphere, active and passive elements are present to (b) 
in every part of the natural sphere, such as the individual soul, 
active and passive elements must be present. That would be 
rather like saying that since final causation is present in the 
whole of nature, it must likewise be present in cases of seeming 
co-incidence, so that when a creditor happens by chance upon 
his debtor in the marketplace the meeting must in fact be for the 
sake of something—an inference Aristotle clearly and rightly 
rejects (Phys. 196b33-197a19). 

HI: Aristotle maintains that the active and passive elements 
which are present everywhere in nature are also present ‘in the 
soul’ (en té(i) psuché(i); 430a13). As Ross (1961: 45) observes, 
this ‘can only mean the human soul’. We are, after all, in the 
midst of a discussion of the human soul, one according to which, 
as we have already seen, both active and passive features are 
required. In particular, Aristotle holds that for reasoning to 
occur some abstractive activity must take place (see note to 
429b10-21), so that objects of reason (noéta) may be made avail- 
able for the individual episodes of thought of individual human 
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beings. Any suggestion to the effect that abstraction is effected for 
humans by a unified external active intellect, or active reason, has 
an unacceptable and bizarre result, namely that everyone will 
forever think the same thoughts at precisely the same times. If 
the counter will be that this does not follow, since individual souls 
must still turn themselves towards externally abstracted forms as 
objects of reason (noéta), then that is to concede that both active 
and passive principles must be present in the individual soul, and 
nothing will be gained by trying to forestall that consequence. 
What Aristotle means is that reasoning involves activity and 
receptivity on the part of reason; and he is surely right about that. 


430a14-15: Producing and Coming to be All Things: It is not 
immediately clear what is meant by reason’s being active by 
somehow coming to produce or make all things (t6(i) poiein 
panta; 430a12). A useful clue comes from Met. 1033a31, where 
Aristotle speaks of making (poiein) some particular thing from a 
substrate (cf. Met. 1033b2, b22); a second, more local clue, comes 
from the comparison of reason’s agency to the activity of a craft 
(techné; 430a12). Crafts do not produce something from nothing, 
but rather fashion something already in potentiality into some- 
thing actual. If we combine these two thoughts, then Aristotle is 
not ascribing any unrestricted creative powers to active reason, 
but is rather suggesting that reason actively works on something 
potential to bring about something actual. To take this line of 
reasoning one step further, it will be natural to understand him as 
engaging in the kinds of abstractive activities in which reason is 
implicated (see again note to 429a18-27). If we are prepared to 
expand Aristotle’s meaning in this direction, then the productivity 
of reason will reside in ordinary intellectual tasks such as concept 
formation, isolating commonalities between objects in thought, 
abstracting in rebus universals for analysis, and engaging in 
drawing inferences from one set of propositions to another. In 
all these ways, reason is appropriately described as active, as 
doing something or other. Note in this connection that Aristotle’s 
general tendency is to think of universals as appropriate objects of 
reason (A Po. 81b6, 87b28-37, 87b39-88a7; cf. note to 417a21—-b2; 
Met. 1039b28—1040a7, 1087a15-20). 

This somewhat deflationary understanding of Aristotle’s mean- 
ing offers him little motivation to characterize active reason as 
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deathless and everlasting, as he in fact proceeds to do (430423). 
Still, it does fit his remarks in a broader and familiar pattern of 
Aristotelian explanation. If correct, it also suggests that some 
who proceed by speaking of ‘nous poiétikos’—which exact term 
is in fact never used by Aristotle—as ‘the creative intellect’ or ‘the 
maker mind’ are overblown and potentially misleading. Safer and 
more appropriate would be characterizations in the neighbourhood 
of ‘active intellect’, or ‘active mind’, or, as the translation prefers, 
simply ‘active reason’. Aristotle does speak of a passive reason, or 
reason which is passive (ho de pathétikos nous; 43a24-5), where the 
implied contrast is a reason which is active, or active reason. 

Note too in this connection that the definite article ‘the’ found 
in most English presentations of ‘the active intellect’ may tend to 
prejudice one’s interpretation in favour of substantival views of 
active reason. Here some circumspection is warranted. In Aris- 
totle’s Greek, ‘the active intellect’ and ‘the passive intellect’ might 
be used to refer to two distinct intellects, or to one and the same 
intellect, where it might mean ‘the intellect, insofar as it is active’ 
or ‘the intellect insofar as it is passive.’ This would be roughly the 
difference observed in English between “The cowardly man always 
defers to the courageous man’ and ‘When sober, she is unfailingly 
polite, but when intoxicated she can be really unpleasant, and, I can 
tell you, the sober woman is more agreeable than the drunken 
woman.’ So in Greek we may distinguish ‘Active reason—sc. the 
one which is active and never passive— is not affected by objects of 
reason’ from ‘Insofar as it is active, reason is not affected by objects 
of reason.’ The substantival interpretation of the implied phrase 
nous poiétikos (‘the active intellect’) may or may not be correct as 
an interpretation of the chapter; but as a matter of representation of 
the actual contents of the chapter, the other, less committal render- 
ing (‘active reason’) leaves open the possibility that Aristotle means 
only to speak of reason (nous) insofar as it is active. 

DI: If in its agency reason makes all things, then it is unre- 
stricted in scope or power. No human intellect is so powerful. 
Clearly, then, active reason is a kind of superhuman agency, 
something appropriately described by Aristotle later in the chap- 
ter as ‘deathless and everlasting’ (430a23) and elsewhere as ‘div- 
ine’ (Gen. An. GA 736b27). 

HI: Presumably, ‘all’ in ‘all things’ is implicitly restricted in its 
domain. Aristotle had said in the previous chapter that reason 
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‘thinks all things’ (429a18), where this meant only that it was 
unrestricted with respect to its objects, that nothing internal to it 
would hinder its reception of any intelligible form (see note to 
429a18-27; and Shields (1995)). Here he means that reason, 
insofar as it is affected by intelligible objects existing in actuality, 
comes to be one in form with them (cf. 4 note to 431b24—432a1), 
but only after it has prepared itself and its potential objects 
appropriately. 


430a15-17: Like Light: Aristotle appeals to light as a kind of 
positive state (hexis) in an effort to explain how it is that active 
reason is active in producing all things. We have seen earlier how 
light works in the case of colours. At 418b9-10, Aristotle charac- 
terized light as ‘the actuality of... the transparent, insofar as it is 
transparent,’ and observed further that ‘darkness is the absence of 
this sort of positive state (hexis) from the transparent; the result is 
plainly that its presence is light’ (418b18—20). This makes light a 
kind of enabling condition for the seeing of colour. Light does not 
make colour seen, though it does make it visible, as Aristotle 
himself highlights. If that is right, then the point of the comparison 
is to suggest that objects of reason (noéta) may be only potentially 
such until they are suitably actualized by reason’s agency. 

On this general approach then, active reason somehow makes 
the objects of reason available to passive reason, which is en- 
formed in the process of coming to think. For instance, if it is true 
that all kinetic energy ceases at 0° Kelvin, then this is a fact about 
the universe, captured by the Third Law of Thermodynamics, 
and this fact can be thought by a sufficiently trained and attuned 
mind. It is not, however, a simple thought which one might grasp 
more or less directly by looking out across a (seemingly) motion- 
less meadow. Rather, a fair bit of preparation must first be 
effected in order for it to be brought into focus; the law must, so 
to speak, be isolated and revealed to a discerning mind by a 
process of study. If reason’s activity enables thought in this 
way, as light brings colours into a condition in which they can 
affect the perceptual faculty, then active reason proceeds by 
making the medium between mind and object transparent. 
It illuminates the conceptual space between an object of reason 
(noéton) and the reason (nous) which grasps it. 
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Of course, that much development is already speculative and 
also somewhat strained: a conceptual space is in fact not a space. 

DI: As light is external to the perceptual faculty, and is caused, 
says Aristotle, by ‘the presence of fire or something of this sort in 
the transparent’ (418b16-17), so the agent intellect, which makes 
objects of reason fit for reasoning, is something external to human 
reason. It illuminates conceptual space as the sun illuminates 
physical space. It is not as if the eyes send out beams to illuminate 
colours through the darkness; rather, when light is made present 
by the agency of fire or the sun, then and only then are colours 
actually perceptible in the transparent. The terms of the analogy 
thus dictate that active reason is external to the human soul, no 
less than the sun is external to an animal’s eyes. 

HI: The analogy does not turn on the source but on the presence 
of light. Aristotle appeals to light to explain how active reason 
makes thought possible. The terms of the implicit analogy are 
precisely those he specifies, namely that just as light makes col- 
ours existing in potentiality into colours existing in actuality 
(430a16-17; cf. 418b18-20), so active reason makes objects of 
reason exist in actuality and thus thinkable. On this last point, 
careful readers will note that Aristotle has said only that light 
makes colours actual ‘in a certain way’ (tropon; 430a16). This is as 
it should be, since colours are fully actual as objects of perception 
only when perceived. As Aristotle claims, ‘the actuality of the 
object of perception and of the senses are one and the same, 
though their being is different’ (425b26-7; cf. 426a15-16 and 
note to 425b26—426a26). The relevance of his circumspection 
here is that something is a fully actual object of reason only 
when it is in fact thought, but it is made capable of being thought 
only by some act of abstraction, something accomplished in a 
specific time and place by the agency of an individual human 
thinker. Here again active reason is simply reason insofar as 
it is active. 


415a17—-19: The Traits of Active Reason: Aristotle lists the core 
traits of active reason. It is: (i) separate (chéristos; 430a17); 
unaffected (apathés; 430a18); (iii) unmixed (amigés; 430a18); and 
(iv) in its essence actuality (té(i) ousia(i) ôn energeia, 430a18). 
Aristotle reels off this list rather abruptly, with no inference made 
from what precedes, though he does give a glimmer of a justification 
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in what follows by asserting that ‘what produces is always superior 
to what is affected’ (429a18-19). There seems a fair distance still to 
travel, however. If we think that there is a dimension along which a 
sculptor is superior to clay she moulds, it will not follow that the 
sculptor is, e.g., unaffected or in her essence actuality. 

That said, it would be wrong to read Aristotle as having failed 
to establish that active reason has these traits, because he has not 
really made any such attempt. Rather, he seems content simply to 
report his views on the matter. This is unfortunate inasmuch as 
we are left without the interpretative guidance of a grounding 
argument, and hence have little determinate evidence about how 
he understands these traits. 

Such guidance as we do have stems primarily from what Aris- 
totle has already said about reason in general in the previous 
chapter—and it is not uncontroversial that the data of that chap- 
ter is relevant to the form of reason characterized in this chapter. 
Assuming, though, that we can accept guidance from the linguis- 
tic data of that chapter, we might come to a clearer understanding 
of what is being asserted here. 

In III 4, it seemed that reason was unaffected insofar as its 
essence was not altered by reasoning, inasmuch as it was held to 
be infinitely plastic (see note to 429a18-27); that it was unmixed 
with the body, in the sense of its lacking an organ (429a24-7; see 
note to 429a18-27) and being devoid of any intrinsic features, 
physical or otherwise (429a25-7; see note to 429a18—27); and that 
it was separate, where that might in principle be construed in a 
number of different ways (Introduction to I 1), but as 429a10-13 
maintains, reason is separable at least in definition, where there is 
an open question as to whether it is separate also with respect to 
magnitude (see note to 429a10-15; cf. 413b15, 42745, 432a20, 
and 433b24-5). 

The brief grounds he gives for claiming that reason is essen- 
tially activity, namely that ‘what produces is always superior 
to what is affected’ (430a18), draws on a common theme for 
Aristotle, who adheres consistently to principles of priority for 
cause over effect, and more generally to the priority of the actual 
over the potential. Often these principles are mainly descriptive 
(e.g. that a cause is prior in time to its effects), but at times, as 
here, they are also evaluative. Cf. Met. 1049b27, 105144, 
1072b2-24; Gen. An. 723a3-10; A. Po. 88a5; Phys. 265a22. 
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DI: Key among these traits, and new relative to the character- 
izations of the last chapter, is Aristotle’s contention that reason is 
in its essence actuality (té(i) ousia(i) 6n energeia; 430a18). This is 
precisely the sort of language he uses to characterize the divine 
intellect in the Metaphysics at 1071bI7-22, 1072b26-7, and 
1074b18. This is unsurprising, since he is talking about the divine 
mind in this chapter. What is more, in characterizing active 
reason as essentially actual, Aristotle commits himself to its 
being without potentiality altogether. It is difficult to appreciate 
how human reason could be so characterized. 

HI: As we have seen, most of the traits of reason listed here 
have already been mentioned in general in the last chapter. What 
is new is the characterization of active reason as in its operation 
essentially active. We have already seen that reason is both 
affected, in a way, but also unaffected (see note to 429a13-18). 
This is no contradiction, so long as it is not affected and 
unaffected in the same respect, or with reference to the same 
part or features of itself. If we follow that same line of thought, 
the appropriate way to understand this passage is to read Aris- 
totle as asserting that reason, insofar as it is active, is essentially in 
actuality. This is compatible with its being affected, insofar as it is 
passive. There is no mystery in this. If a rabid fan of Manchester 
City Football Club paints his chest blue before the big game, then 
he is wholly active insofar as he is painting his chest, but wholly 
passive insofar as his chest is a surface being painted. Reasoning, 
as we have already noted, essentially involves both active and 
passive elements (see note to 430a10-14: HI). 


430a19—21: Interpolation: These lines recur in their entirety in 
III 7 at 431a1—4 (see note to which). Here it seems likely that they 
are an interpolation by a scribe seeking to gloss the sense in which 
active reason is prior to passive reason, though the attempt adds 
little. We could decide that they definitely do not belong here, if we 
had good reason to suppose that they definitely do belong in the later 
chapter. Unfortunately, they fare only a bit better in the context in 
which they occur in the later chapter (see the Introduction to III 7). 


430a22: Not Sometimes Reasoning and Sometimes Not: This 
line is also sometimes thought to be an interpolation, perhaps trail- 
ing after the intrusive words immediately preceding it. (So, for 
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instance, already in late antiquity Philoponus (De intell. 60.31) 
relays the information that some commentators known to him 
thought this line needed to be excised; and it is not present in ps.- 
Simplicius (in de An. 245.5).) That may be; it does seem disconnected 
with what has immediately preceded the interpolation. If it is 
retained, it is best regarded as parenthetical. 

On the somewhat dubious assumption that they belong here, 
these lines would be picking up on a promissory note at 430a5-6 
to investigate why reason is not always reasoning. The problem 
there, at least on one understanding (see note to 429b29-430a9), 
is that if a sufficient condition of reason’s reasoning is the pres- 
ence to it of a suitable object of reason (noéton), then, since there 
are always such objects available, it should always be reasoning. 

If that is the correct parallel, then we cannot regard Aristotle as 
providing the wanted answer here, unless he is simply understood 
as conceding the point that reason always reasons. For here we 
have only a simple denial: reason in fact does not reason inter- 
mittently. Since it presumably reasons at some times, it must 
always be reasoning. 

DI: As we have just seen, since reason sometimes reasons, and 
since it does not reason intermittently, it must always reason. 
Human reason does not always reason; it is not always active. 
Indeed, human reason ‘is in actuality none of the things which are 
before it reasons’ (429a24). So, the reason we are characterizing 
here must be the divine intellect, and not human reason at all. 

HI: Because we are speaking of reason insofar as it is active, 
Aristotle will naturally avoid describing it as something operating 
intermittently. Fire does not sometimes burn and sometimes not 
burn. When there is fire, it burns in actuality, and not intermit- 
tently. Here active reason, like fire, being ‘in actuality none of the 
things which are before it reasons’ (429a24), is either actual or 
nothing at all. This is the sense in which ‘it is not the case that 
sometimes it reasons and sometimes it does not’ (430a21). 


430a22-25: Once Separated: These lines in some ways encap- 
sulate the high controversy surrounding this entire chapter. They 
contain, in neutral terms, the following claims: 


(i) once separated, this alone is just as it is; 
(ii) this alone is deathless and everlasting; 
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(iii) we do not remember; because 
(iv) this is unaffected, whereas 

(v) passive reason is perishable; and 
(vi) without this nothing reasons. 


The first and most obvious question concerns the referent of ‘this’ 
in (i), (ii), (iv), and (vi); in (i), (ii), and (iv)) it is most natural to 
assume that the referent is active reason, whereas in (vi), linguis- 
tically speaking it might equally be active or passive reason. We 
may assume that the natural referent is the right one in (i)-(v), 
while leaving open the question regarding (vi). If so, Aristotle 
here claims: 


(i) once separated, active reason alone is just as it is; 
(ii) active reason alone is deathless and everlasting; 
(iii) we do not remember; because 
(iv) active reason is unaffected, whereas 
(v) passive reason is perishable; and 
(vi) without this [either active or passive reason] nothing 
reasons. 


On this account, Aristotle concludes the chapter by offering a 
final summary of the features of active reason. 

With that in place, one may begin by asking about the rela- 
tion between (i) and (ii), the claims that once active reason has 
been separated, it alone is just as it is. The tense and aspect of 
Aristotle’s Greek lead one to assume that he means that active 
reason is at some time not separated, and then comes to be 
separated. This does not immediately entail that it is a personal 
capacity (the divine intellect never having been non-separated), 
since: (a) there are different types of separation (on which, see 
the Introduction to I 1); and (b) the natural way of taking 
Aristotle’s Greek is certainly not the only acceptable way. As 
regards (a), if one supposes that the separation in question is 
separation simpliciter, then the claim suggests a resolution to the 
disjunct given at 429a11—12 to the effect that reason, at least 
insofar as it is active, is indeed separate more than in account or 
definition (/og6(i)). Still, Aristotle may mean something much 
less striking, suggesting only, for example, that when active 
reason is isolated in thought, it is purely what it is. 
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As for (b), the tense and aspect of the word translated as 
‘having been separated’ (chéristheis) need not be ingressive, as is 
sometimes assumed (where it would signal that reason is entering 
into a state or condition that it had not been in before), but rather 
simply indicating the complete state of its subject, regarded in 
its totality. 

The claim translated as (ii) that active reason ‘alone is just as it is’ 
reflects a decision about what ‘alone’ (monon) modifies. An alter- 
native translation, less likely but still possible, would be: ‘only 
having been separated, this is as it is’. The difference in paraphrase 
would be: ‘having been separated, active reason, taken by itself, is 
purely what it is,’ vs ‘only when it has been separated is active 
reason just asitis’. Perhaps the difference is only one of nuance, but 
the suggestion of the alternative translation would be that it is only 
by its being separated that active reason becomes untrammelled by 
matter and thus something which is purely its own nature, whereas 
the translation adopted suggests something less determinant, that 
it is the only thing surviving separation and emerging just as it is. 
Similar considerations affect (iii). 

The claim (iv), that we do not remember, requires some explan- 
ation from Aristotle. Why and how is our not remembering 
relevant? As we shall see, both Divine and Human Interpretations 
are possible. 

That passive reason is perishable (v) is now stated directly, by 
contrast with active reason (430a24-5), which has already been 
characterized as deathless and everlasting. The passage calls to 
mind 413b24-6, where Aristotle had maintained that things were 
unclear with respect to reason, as to whether it might be separ- 
ated, ‘in the way the everlasting is from the perishable’. Here, by 
contrast, he seems clear, at least as regards active and passive 
reason. 

The chapter’s closing claim (vi), that without this nothing 
thinks, might linguistically be taken as making a claim about 
active or passive reason. If active reason is intended, Aristotle is 
simply tidying up a bit, and reminding the reader of the opening 
of the chapter (on which, see note to 430a10—14). If it is rather 
passive reason that Aristotle has in view, then the closing is more 
consequential, and we would probably best understand him as 
connecting (v) and (vi) and as explaining the fact that we do not 
remember when active reason is separated, in fact or in thought, 
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because passive reason is required for remembering. Aristotle 
might have grounds for reasoning this because he supposes that 
reasoning requires images (phantasmata) and that passive reason 
has a special role to play in their collection and storage. Clearly, 
though, such a thought is speculative. See, however, note to 
432a3-9 on the role of images in thought. 

DI: While an HI-style interpretation of these last remarks 
cannot be ruled out on narrow linguistic grounds, any such 
interpretation of them is, nonetheless, unnecessary and unwel- 
come, especially given what Aristotle has already said in the 
chapter. To begin, the claim about separation need not mean 
‘when active reason becomes in fact separate’ from the other 
faculties of the soul or the body. Rather, Aristotle is suggesting 
only that when the divine intellect, which is active reason, is 
isolated in thought, it alone is appreciated as what it is, something 
deathless and everlasting. This is because the divine mind is fully 
actual, and anything with any kind of matter is somehow poten- 
tial (Met. 1050b27). Indeed, as Aristotle asserts, all and only 
those entities which are everlasting qualify as utterly bereft of 
potentiality (Met. 1050b6—18). Further, the claim that we do not 
remember indicates only that we do not remember the agency of 
active reason in its preparation of objects of reason for our 
intellection because we are ourselves not involved in any such 
agency. On the contrary, it is precisely because it is the activity of 
a divine active reason which prepares objects for our contempla- 
tion that we are in a position to think at all. 

Finally, given that nothing is both everlasting and perishable, it 
follows that active reason is numerically distinct from passive 
reason. 

HI: While a DI-style interpretation of these last remarks can- 
not be ruled out on narrow linguistic grounds, any such interpret- 
ation of them is, nonetheless, unnecessary and unwelcome, 
especially given what Aristotle has already said in the chapter. 
For in fact, any such interpretation is contorted as a rendering of 
Aristotle’s Greek. To begin, the claim that active reason is at 
some time separated is clearly stated, and this implies that there 
was a time when it was not separated. This is not, however, the 
divinity. First, the divinity never was anything but separate; and, 
further, any suggestion to the effect that the separation in ques- 
tion was merely conceptual is implausible in the extreme, since 


328 


COMMENTARY 


there is no reason at all to believe that the divine mind is deathless 
and everlasting only when it is isolated in abstraction. That is 
false: it is never anything but. 

Aristotle’s plain meaning is that active reason is purely what it 
is when it has been separated from the body and other faculties of 
the soul, which is just the possibility he had entertained at 429a11. 
It being unfathomable that he was thinking of the divine mind in 
the earlier passage, it is hard to credit the suggestion that he is 
doing so here. Moreover, the claim that we do not remember 
serves as confirmation of the personal interpretation: Aristotle is 
making a direct claim about us and our activities. He is speaking 
about our active reason. Here too there is an earlier passage 
which serves to secure both the referent and the content of his 
current claim, namely 408b24-9: 


Reasoning and loving or hating are not affections of reason, 
but rather of that which has reason, insofar as it has it. As a 
consequence, when this is destroyed, one neither remembers 
nor loves. For these did not belong to reason alone, but to the 
common thing, which has perished. But reason is presumably 
something more divine and unaffected. 


Finally, we should not even suppose on the basis of these lines 
that active and passive reason are distinct in the manner of 
distinct substances, the first being everlasting and the second 
perishable. Rather, reason, as a whole, is everlasting, as it 
plainly must be if one of its capacities is everlasting. Reason 
is, after all, one being with active and passive abilities, each of 
which is required for human concept acquisition and cognition. 
Furthermore, Aristotle has just said that reason, when separated, is 
just as it is, and in its essence actuality. When reason is separated 
from the body and the other faculties of the soul, its passive 
capacities run dormant, and it becomes essentially activity. 

His point, then, is not terribly complicated. Reason is like a 
doctor who is ill and yet able to treat herself with a course of 
medication. While ill, she has the passive ability to be cured no 
more or less than the active ability to cure. Once better, she has 
lost that passive ability. Plainly, it would be fallacious to infer 
that there were two doctors there all along, the ill doctor and the 
curing doctor. Rather, there was, and is, but one doctor, who was 
not but is now whole and healthy. 
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CHAPTER 6 


Introduction to III 6 

This chapter, like the two following, is a bit scrappy. It does not 
follow upon the preceding chapter in any obvious way; nor does it 
bridge in an orderly fashion to the next. Moreover, again like the 
following chapter, it offers very little by way of the internal 
argumentative or linguistic signposts characteristically found in 
Aristotle’s writing. In this way, both chapters are unusual relative 
to Aristotle’s typical manner of expressing himself. Though there 
seems to be no reason to doubt their authenticity, both chapters 
show signs of incompletion. 

The current chapter does, however, have a main focus, namely 
the intellection of what is undivided or what is indivisible (adiair- 
eton). Even so, commentators have struggled to specify the precise 
character of this main focus. What, precisely, are the divided or 
indivisible things under consideration? The disjunction in this ques- 
tion already reflects a problem of translation and interpretation. In 
narrowlinguistic terms, Aristotle’s word adiaireton may mean either 
undivided or indivisible. Thus, in principle, Aristotle might be talking 
about thought of objects which are de facto undivided, or rather, 
those which are in their nature indivisible; or he may be talking 
about both indifferently. The issue may seem settled by the fact that 
in the midst of his discussion he mentions objects which, though 
potentially divisible, are, at least as thought, actually undivided, e.g. 
a length (or line; mékos, 430b8). So, Aristotle must mean at least to 
include divisible but undivided objects under the term adiaireton. 

At the same time, Aristotle considers some objects which are 
indivisible, like points (stigmé; 430b20), and some others whose 
status might be debated, including essences (to ti én einai; 
430b28), as well as all objects bereft of matter (430b30). So, the 
question arises as to whether Aristotle has identified a clear class 
of objects for discussion. For this reason, the worry about the 
translation of adiaireton is not a simple linguistic matter, but 
reflects a deeper concern about the subject matter of the chapter. 

Fortunately, however, the issue about translation, along with 
the underlying worry about the class of objects under consider- 
ation, can be handled with reasonable confidence. In all likeli- 
hood Aristotle is concerned not with objects regarded as 
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undivided or indivisible in absolute terms, but rather with objects 
which are undivided or indivisible relative to a domain. That is, 
something may appropriately be considered indivisible in one 
respect, but divisible in another. For example, when linguists 
speak of phonemes or morphemes as being indivisible or without 
parts, they mean only relative to the context of appraisal: these 
are the simplest, indivisible units of linguistic theory. We may say 
indifferently, and without any threat of incoherence, that a phon- 
eme is an indivisible unit of sound and a morpheme an indivisible 
unit of meaning, even though either is, relative to a variety of 
different, non-linguistic frameworks, perfectly analysable into 
parts and so not simple. A phoneme is a quantity of sound, and 
as such is infinitely divisible as a continuous duration of noise; 
still, it is the basic, indivisible unit of sound relative to the com- 
binatorial demands of word construction. 

Similarly, in the current chapter, Aristotle is mainly concerned 
with what is indivisible relative to the constitution of thought. His 
discussion, in fact, makes clear that he is working with a distinc- 
tion along the lines of concepts and judgements. One might well 
say that judgements are necessarily truth-evaluable and divisible 
(or decomposable) into concepts, whereas concepts are simple in 
the sense of not yet being true or false. This is precisely the sort of 
language Aristotle uses with respect to thought concerning the 
undivided and the combined, or the simple and the synthesized 
(430a26-8). 

Consequently, the translation sometimes renders ‘adiaireton’ as 
‘undivided’ and sometimes as ‘indivisible’. This seems unavoid- 
able, but does not reflect any conflation on Aristotle’s part. 
A pupil’s undivided attention might be indivisible with respect to 
its object of focus but yet readily divided into time segments, and 
so in this sense also divisible. Closer to Aristotle’s treatment of 
lines, one may say that it is the nature of a continuum to be an 
undivided whole which is not therefore indivisible, but is, on the 
contrary, divisible without limit. Aristotle will use one word, 
adiaireton, for both ‘inidivisible’ and ‘undivided’ in these sen- 
tences. Berti (1978) reviews this matter helpfully; see also Pritzl 
(1984) for an assessment of the role of the intellection of indivis- 
ibles in Aristotle’s broader theory of cognition. 

Aristotle is in any event not interested in this chapter in 
thoughts about the adiaireton exclusively insofar as they are 
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thoughts of what is undivided or indivisible. He draws an analogy 
between indivisible objects of reason and exclusive (idia) objects 
of perception (on which, see the Introduction to II 6 and note to 
418aI 1-17). One consequence of this comparison, recognized and 
endorsed by Aristotle, is that one is immune from error, or almost 
immune from error, with respect to them. (On the question of 
truth and immunity to error with respect to exclusive objects of 
reason, see 427b12, 428aII, 430b29; De Sensu 442b8; Met. 
1010b2-26; but cf. 428b18, where it is qualified). In the present 
chapter, Aristotle again uses the language of truth and falsity 
(43b26-7), as he had for exclusive objects of sense (427b12, 
428a1 1—15, 428b18). In both cases he presumably has in view 
the notion of truth deployed at Met. 1051b17—1052aI 1, where it is 
explicated as the touching of an object. This sort of truth is 
evidently below the threshold of propositional truth, being more 
closely akin to the notion of truth where being true is a sort of 
success condition or a sign of authenticity, as when ornithologists 
distinguish a true sighting of an ivory-billed woodpecker from a 
false one. In this sense, the indivisible objects of reason discussed 
in this chapter function in reasoning as exclusive objects (idia) 
function in perception (aisthésis): they are the basic concepts 
serving as constituents of thoughts, below which we are no longer 
in the realm of reason (nous). 


430a26-b6: Indivisible Thoughts, Truth and Falsity: This first 
section of the chapter is easily its most coherent. Thought of the 
indivisible is not yet true or false, but is never false. In saying that 
truth and falsity obtain only when there is already a combination 
of the objects of reason, Aristotle has in mind the sort of truth and 
falsity appropriate to propositions and assertoric sentences. By 
contrast, when he says that there is no falsity for the indivisible, 
Aristotle has in view a notion of falsity whose correlate is a sub- 
propositional notion of truth. Aristotle offers similar observations 
at Met. 1027b25-8, as at De Interp. 16a9-11 and 18a13-17. 
For these reasons, this section of text should also be in read in 
conjunction with the beginning of De Interp. 1 and the whole of De 
Interp. 5 and 8. 

It is fairly clear that Aristotle’s distinction between synthesized 
and unsynthesized objects of reason approximates, if incho- 
ately, a familiar distinction between concepts and propositions. 
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If that is correct, then in speaking of the thought of what is 
undivided in this chapter, Aristotle is characterizing a kind of 
non-discursive thought, something which is sometimes held to be 
mysterious or indeed impossible (see, e.g., Lloyd 1970), but which 
may be nothing more complicated than our thinking of blue—not 
that blue is a colour, or that blue is not red, but simply of blue, or, 
to use a non-sensory concept, not thinking that hope is a virtue, 
but simply thinking of hope. That much would make sense of 
Aristotle’s suggesting that thoughts of the indivisible are never 
false but not yet the sorts of things which admit of truth and falsity. 
They do not admit of truth and falsity, because they are sub- 
judgemental or sub-assertoric; and yet they are not false, in that 
the grasping of a colour other than blue, or of something else 
altogether, is not a false grasping of blue, but simply not a grasping 
of blue at all. Consequently, relative to this framework of 
appraisal, thoughts of uncombined concepts are indivisible, 
while thoughts of synthesized concepts, e.g., that white is not 
black, are divisible. 


430b6—b20: Potential and Actual Division: The text of this 
section is troubled and has occasioned a good deal of comment. 
Some of the difficulty, but only some, has resulted from an 
unnecessary concern about Aristotle’s understanding of the 
undivided or the indivisible (adiaireton). Much of that concern, 
though not all, may be addressed by appreciating that his main 
point about divisibility, as was suggested in the note to 430a26— 
b6, has primarily to do with propositional truth and falsity, and 
is, therefore, domain-relative (see the Introduction to this chap- 
ter). If that is correct, Aristotle is best now understood as address- 
ing a potential objection to his earlier claim concerning the 
intellection of indivisibles. Someone might object that thought 
of a line, though not yet truth-evaluable, is, nonetheless, not 
simple. For every line is divisible; and one can, as it were, treat 
the thought as inheriting its complexity from the infinite divisibil- 
ity of the line, with the result that the thought is divisible precisely 
because the line is (necessarily) divisible. 

Aristotle’s response, ‘that the undivided is spoken of in two 
ways, either in potentiality or in actuality’ (430b6), holds that a 
line is potentially divisible, but not therefore actually divided. Its 
being potentially divisible, because continuous, will therefore be 
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irrelevant to the question of whether a thought of it is or is not 
divisible, in the semantic sense under consideration. Further, if 
one actually divides it, and thinks first of one half and then the 
other, the time of the thinking is itself divided as well. Cf. 426a23; 
Phys. 218b29, 299a20; De Sensu 446a30. 


430b20-6: Being Indivisible as Limit; Knowledge of Privation and 
Opposites: For reasons that are not immediately perspicuous, 
Aristotle changes to a consideration of another kind of indivis- 
ible object, a limit, like a point. Perhaps the shift reflects a 
change to a new kind of undivided object. So far, he has con- 
sidered objects which are potentially divisible, but not actually 
divided, like lines, which are continuous. He first introduces 
points, which are not only actually undivided, but in fact indi- 
visible, because of their lacking magnitude, but he then segues 
without obvious warrant to a consideration of privations and 
opposites more generally. The text is a bit patchy and may suffer 
from corruption or interpolation. 

It seems likely that the last sentence of this section is an allusion 
to the divine mind, which at Met. 1075b20-4 is said to lack an 
opposite. Again, however, it bears only a tangential connection to 
the rest of the chapter. 


430b26-30: A Return to Topic: This concluding section 
returns to the main thread of the first part of the chapter, though 
Aristotle now advances his point in a manifestly linguistic idiom. 
Every assertion predicates one thing of another and is thus truth- 
evaluable; but not every instance of reason (nous) is synthetic and 
so not every instance is true or false in the propositional sense. 
Reason (nous) is presumably used here in the sense of a state of 
the faculty, rather than as the faculty itself (cf. note to 428a17-18, 
together with the glossary entry on reason). 

Aristotle draws attention to one significant instance of sub- 
propositional thought, namely the grasping of an essence (to ti 
én einai; 430628), which he likens to a perceptual grasping of an 
exclusive (idion) object of perception (on the force of which 
comparison, see the Introduction to the present chapter). He 
extends his range of objects, in a closing remark, to those without 
matter in general. It is unclear whether he is thinking of those 
objects which exist without matter in abstraction, including the 
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points and lines already discussed in the chapter, or has in mind 
the prime mover of Met. A 6-10, which exists permanently with- 
out matter, and thus stands in no need of abstraction. Perhaps he 
has both in view. 

However that may be, if the general account of being divided or 
indivisible (adiaireton) given in the Introduction to this chapter is 
apt, Aristotle’s emphasis should not be primarily on the character 
of objects taken in isolation, but rather on their ability to be 
grasped in a sub-judgemental act of intellection. It is probable 
that he has in mind two categories of such objects: (i) lines and 
other continua which may be grasped as simple but are in them- 
selves potentially divisible (as discussed at 430b6—20); and (ii) 
points and things existing without matter which are simple and 
not potentially divisible (as discussed at 430b20-6). Here he 
groups essences with those in the second category (cf. Topics 
142b27). 


CHAPTER 7 


Introduction to III 7 

This chapter, like the next, is plainly a collection of fragments. 
Like both the preceding and the following chapters, it is conspicu- 
ously lacking in the kinds of connective and inferential particles 
characteristic of Aristotle’s prose style. It was perhaps assembled 
by Aristotle for an eventual but never executed reworking or, 
more probably, by a later editor compiling otherwise unattached 
texts. In either case, it has no unifying topic or common theme. 

That said, the chapter does contain some important doctrine and 
does seem, in its various fragments, authentically Aristotelian. 


431a1-4: Relations of Priority and Posteriority in Knowledge: 
Considered temporally, potential knowledge (epistémé) is prior 
to actual knowledge in an actual knower, since one can know 
before one does know. Still, potential knowledge is not in general 
prior in time, since whatever comes to be actual, including know- 
ledge, comes to be from something existing in actuality. Aristotle 
is thus relying on the general principle that only what exists in 
actuality can bring it about that something existing in potentiality 
comes to exist in actuality. 
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One may object that this general principle, whatever its merits, 
is insufficient in the present context. For it does not by itself 
require that what is potentially þ is made actually only by 
what is already itself actually þ. For this result, the priority of 
actuality must be wed to some version of a causal synonymy 
principle according to which only ¢-things can make non-d- 
things ¢ (e.g. only what is already hot can make what is not hot 
hot). Hence, one need not agree on the basis of the priority of 
actuality alone that what knows in potentiality comes to know in 
actuality only by the agency of actual knowledge. That said, 
Aristotle may be in a position to develop this general principle 
suitably to bridge the gap. On the priority of actuality to poten- 
tiality, see the whole of Met. © 8, but especially 1049b24-7; cf. 
Met. 1069b5-20, Gen. An. 734a29-30. 


431a4-6: Actualization, Change, and Being Altered: Aristotle 
continues on the theme of actuality and potentiality by pinpoint- 
ing the actualizer in the case of perception (aisthésis) as the object 
of perception (aisthéton). It is striking that in this connection 
Aristotle moves further along the course of distancing the process 
of perception from alteration and being affected. Earlier, he 
had hesitated a bit in suggesting that the alteration involved in 
perception was an attenuated kind of being affected (see notes 
to 416b32—417a2, 417a1 4-20, 417b2-16, and 418b3-5). Now he 
says, when speaking of the perceptual faculty (aisthétikon), that it 
is neither affected nor altered. This seems to bring the perceptual 
faculty closer in character to reason (nous) than it had previously 
seemed to be. See note to 429a13-18. 


431a7—-14: Perception, Pursuit, and Avoidance: Partly on the 
basis of its analogy with reasoning (on which, see note to 
429a13-18), perception (to aisthanesthai, 431a8; and aisthésis, 
assumed at 431a9) may be said to be, in a sense, similar to 
affirmation and denial, insofar as perception issues in pursuit or 
avoidance behaviour when in the face of pleasure or pain. Thus, a 
lamb may perceive something as pleasurable, and then by way of 
affirming this, move towards it, or may by contrast perceive 
something as painful, a threatening wolf, and by way of denying 
that, move away towards shelter. Aristotle is not saying that 
perception is a form of linguistic behaviour, or that perception 
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has an internal linguistic syntax, but rather that its motions are 
characterizable in ways paralleling the linguistic output of crea- 
tures with reason (cf. EN 1139a21-3). 

On perception as involving a mean, see 424a4 and 424a28-b3, 
with notes to 423b27—424aI0 and 424a28-b3. 

Aristotle’s next claims are, unless interpreted in a somewhat 
deflationary and implausible manner, rather baffling. He says: 
(i) ‘avoidance and desire are the same, in respect of their actuality’ 
(431a12) and (ii) ‘the capacity for desire and the capacity for 
avoidance do not differ either from one another or from the 
perceptual faculty’ (431a14-15). The second claim is made 
slightly less jarring by the addition that ‘they do differ in being’ 
(431a14), where the suggestion is that they overlap extensionally, 
even though these capacities are not identical. Thus, the capacity 
to organize auditory signals and the capacity to organize visual 
signals may equally be located in the tectum, but these organiza- 
tional functions are nonetheless distinct. On differing in being, see 
note to 424a24-8; cf. Met. 1037b6; Phys. 202a18-20, bI 1-16. 

That said, both (i) and (ii) remain rather puzzling. As for (i), 
plainly actual pursuit is not the same as actual avoidance. It is 
sometimes said, implausibly, that every pursuit of x is at the same 
time an avoidance of y and vice versa, on the grounds that 
whenever S pursues some object, its opposite is avoided. What, 
though, is the opposite of crème brûlée? It does not seem plausible 
that a decision to order crème brûlée is a flight from flan, or more 
generally a flight from créme briilée-lessness. Perhaps one might 
suppose more weakly still, then, that Aristotle is speaking not of 
desire as such, but, indirectly, of the faculty of desire, the actual- 
ization of which involves pursuit or flight. That is, however, not 
how he expresses himself; on the contrary, he seems to move on 
to offer this latter point as an additional observation. Still, 
unless some such expedient is adopted, it is difficult to construe 
Aristotle’s point. 

The second claim (ii) is still more difficult. One can treat the 
capacities of desire and flight as the same along the lines sketched 
under (i); but Aristotle fails to explain why he should regard these 
capacities as the same as the perceptual faculty. Here too one can 
fathom deflationary treatments, along the lines of Ross (1961: 
305) to the effect that ‘both faculties appear at the same point in 
the kingdom of living things—animals both perceive and desire, 
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plants do neither; it seems possible that this is what A. has in 
mind—that perception and desire-or-repulsion are simply two 
elements in an animal’s reaction to the things it perceives.’ As 
Ross is aware, however, any such interpretation must then treat 
what Aristotle in fact says as an ‘overstatement’—and, one might 
add, as an extravagant and misleading overstatement at that. In 
fact, nothing in De Anima prepares the reader for (ii). Perhaps it is 
a misguided interpolation. 


431a14-20: Images and the Rational Soul: Aristotle further 
develops his reflections on the perception of the pleasant or 
painful by extending his comments about pursuit and flight to 
the rational soul (dianoétiké psuché; 431a14). Where he had men- 
tioned the pleasurable and the painful in the case of perception, he 
now adverts instead to a more conceptually laden way of speak- 
ing, in terms of affirming or denying that something is good or 
bad (agathon ê kakon; 431a15-16). 

Surprisingly, Aristotle draws an underpowered inference from 
these observations, to the effect that ‘the soul never thinks with- 
out an image’ (431a16-17). The necessity of images in the rational 
soul is elsewhere asserted by Aristotle, including later in the next 
chapter, where it may, however, be qualified, and where it is 
added that images in the soul are like perceptions (see note to 
431b2-17; cf. 403a8, 432a8-10; De Mem. 1, esp. 449b31-450a4, 
and 451aI—4). The instability in the current inference does not 
attach to the conclusion itself, which may or may not be defens- 
ible, but to the grounds for the derivation of this conclusion. As 
we have the text, Aristotle argues: (1) Images (phantasmata) 
function in the rational soul just as perceptions (aisthémata) 
function in the perceptual soul; [(2) the affirmation of pleasurable 
perception yields pursuit, and the denial of painful perception 
yields flight;] hence, (3) affirmation of something as good in the 
rational soul yields pursuit, while denial of something as bad 
yields flight; consequently (4) the soul does not think without an 
image. If one is prepared to grant the analogy asserted in (1), and 
to accept (2) on the basis of 431a7—14, then (3) seems a reasonable 
inference, though even then, as Aristotle himself elsewhere dis- 
cusses in detail, a continent person might avoid pursuit when 
tempted and a courageous person avoid flight when given a fright. 
The move from (3) to (4) also requires amplification. The problem 
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arises both because some further assumption is needed to bridge 
the gap and because, even with ancillary premises, (4) seems 
overly general as stated. It is unclear why, even if images, as 
implicated in action, are required for practical reason, they 
should likewise be necessary for theoretical reason, which is not 
engaged in pursuit or flight. See 432b27-9: ‘neither is the rational 
faculty or what is called reason what initiates motion, for the 
faculty of contemplation does not contemplate what is to be done, 
nor does it say anything at all about what is to be pursued or 
avoided.” 


431a20-bt1: Discriminating Contraries and Cross Contraries: This 
is another difficult passage, textually corrupt, and possibly a scho- 
liast’s interpolation. Any attempt to trace the reasoning of this 
passage beyond its initial set-up must be regarded as conjectural. 
That acknowledged, one can make an effort, proceeding on the 
dubious assumption that this section is both authentic and well- 
placed. 

Aristotle remarks that it is necessary to return to the topic of 
how one discriminates sweet and hot things, where he is appar- 
ently referring back to 426b8—29 (see note to which; cf. also note 
to 425a14-b3), though he had spoken there not of sweet and hot 
things, but rather of sweet and white things. The difference is 
inconsequential, since he is concerned in each case with discrim- 
inating across sensory modalities. 

Aristotle wonders how one manages to discriminate things not 
of the same modality. He elsewhere holds that in the case of 
opposites within one modality, like black and white, which are 
of the same kind though differing in species, perception (aisthésis) 
itself discriminates (422b23-7; De Sensu 447b26, 448a3; Gen. et 
Corr. 323b9). How does this occur with objects of perception 
which are not opposites arranged along a single continuum, as 
when we have sensibles in distinct modalities? Perhaps as follows. 
Let sweet and bitter be unified, by being opposites along a single 
taste continuum. Now set alongside them another equally unified 
pair, say, hot and cold, again subordinate to a single, though 
distinct genus of quality. There remains something held fixed 
between the pairs, namely their proportion of opposition, which 
is the same in each case, since both define the termini of their 
continuous quality spaces. Now if hot and cold were to belong to 
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a single thing, in different respects, of course, then one could hold 
the hot fixed, along with its proportion to the cold, subtract the 
cold from the equation, perform the same task with the sweet 
and bitter, subtracting the bitter, and then see that the sweet 
and the hot were distinct, since they were originally paired to 
distinct opposites along distinct continua. (This subtracting and 
re-contrasting operation seems to be what Aristotle has in mind 
by the phrase ‘converting as appropriate’, which is a periphrastic 
expansion of ‘enallax’, often rendered by a Latin logical term, 
such as ‘convertendo’ or ‘alternando’ (431a27; cf. EN 1131bs; 
APo. 74a18, 99a8).) 

What, then, is the ‘one thing’ (431b21-2) which performs these 
operations? It cannot be either one of the individual sensory 
modalities, since these are keyed to limited ranges of opposi- 
tions given, ultimately, by their relative exclusive objects (see the 
Introduction to II 6, with note to 418a7-11). Presumably, then, 
the faculty in question is common perception (koiné aisthésis), 
on which, see 425a14—b3; cf, De Sensu 43749, 442b4—-10, and 
De Memoria 450a9-12, 452b7-13. 

Extracting even that much meaning from this difficult section 
presupposes various decisions about the constitution of the text, 
and about the referents of some free-floating demonstratives, as 
reflected in the translation. None of these decisions is universally 
accepted. 


431b2-17: Images, Pursuit and Flight: Heightening the sense 
that the preceding section is an interpolation, or at best a digres- 
sion, the text returns to the topic of 431a14—-17, namely the role of 
images in the antecedents of action. 

Although the text here too is ungainly, Aristotle seems to draw 
a contrast suggesting a modification of the unqualified assertion 
discussed earlier that one always thinks in images (431a16-17). If 
the doctrine of reasoning in images is unrestricted, then one may 
wonder why Aristotle connects imagistic thinking so closely to 
action (see the concern expressed in note to 431a14-17). The 
contrast suggested here (‘some’, ta men at 431b2, evidently 
answered by ‘other things’, ta de at 431b12) would have it that 
practical reason is imagistic, but that thinking of what exists in 
abstraction is not. The latter sort of thinking encompasses, e.g., 
thinking of the snub not as concavity in a nose, but of concavity 
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as such, which one thinks of as one thinks of mathematical 
objects, whenever one thinks of them in their abstracted state 
and just as they are. 

Given the instability of the text, it would be wrong to rely too 
heavily on its contrast between the role, or non-role, of images for 
different kinds of thinking. Still, if we accept the text as given, the 
general tenor of this section is as follows. Outside the sphere of 
perception, one may act on the basis of such images in the soul as 
portend the good or the bad. Just as is the case with perception of 
the pleasant and the painful, when conceptualizing an anticipated 
outcome of action, one moves towards or flees an object repre- 
sented according to its apparent goodness or badness. (This seems 
the point of Aristotle’s illustration of a moving beacon. Accord- 
ing to Thucydides II 94, a stationary torch in a military context is 
friendly, while an approaching torch augurs hostility.) In other 
cases, where action is not implicated, as when one thinks of 
abstractions of various kinds, images need have no role. In any 
event, if there is to be an argument for concluding that images are 
required for contemplation, it will not be readily drawn from the 
sphere of practical reason. In the theoretical sphere, one thinks of 
objects as they are, with no practical end indicated by or issuing 
from the thought. Cf. 433a14-15; EN 1139a26-35. 


431b17-19: Concluding Remarks: The chapter’s summary 
reiterates its opening. The closing question has an analogue in 
De Memoria 450a7, though there, as here, it remains in effect an 
unanswered promissory note. 


CHAPTER 8 


Introduction to II 8 
Like the preceding chapter, this chapter contains little connected 
argumentation. Although it purports to be a summary of what 
has come so far, it serves this purpose in only the most general 
terms, and even then only partially. That said, it does contain a 
number of striking figures and consequential claims. 


431b20—4: The Soul is in a Way All Things: The soul is poten- 
tially one in form with its objects insofar as it knows or perceives 
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them. There is some emphasis in this section on the fact that the 
soul knows all things: if reason knows the objects of reason and 
perception the objects of perception, then if these two kinds of 
objects exhaust all there is, as Aristotle contends here, there 
is nothing the soul cannot be. The caution Aristotle expresses 
in ‘in a way’ (pds; 431b23) prefigures the argument at 431b28-9, 
according to which the soul’s faculties are not numerically iden- 
tical with their objects taken broadly, but with the forms of those 
objects (see note to 431b24—432a1). 


431b24—432a1: The Way in which the Soul is All Things: Although 
Aristotle’s initial claim is reasonably clear, the Greek of this 
section is nonstandard and is not readily explained in terms of 
Aristotelian idiom. That said, the claim is plain enough: the 
faculties of knowledge (epistémé) and perception (aisthésis) 
are divided from one another in a manner corresponding to the 
division we find between the objects of knowledge and the objects 
of perception. This seems a corollary of his standard practice 
of individuating faculties by reference to their objects. (On this 
practice, see the Introduction to II 4, together with note to 
415a14-22.) The rider that the faculties and their objects co-vary 
with respect to potentiality and actuality is not idle. Instead, it 
recalls Aristotle’s contention that an object of perception is an 
object of perception only when perceived (see notes to 417a14-20, 
417a21—b2, and esp. 425b26—426a26); thus, a faculty of the soul is 
actualized when and only when its correlative objects are. 

If we think that the soul’s capacities are their objects, suggests 
Aristotle, then only two possibilities appear open to us: (i) a given 
capacity is identical with an object taken broadly, that is, with a 
compound of matter and form; or (ii) that capacity is identical 
with its object taken narrowly, that is, with the form of its object. 
(For the broad versus narrow conceptions of objects, see the 
General Introduction § IV. B; cf. note to 424a17-24). Plainly, (i) 
will not do: when Alcibiades thinks of a stone, it is the form of the 
stone and not the stone itself which is found within his soul (cf. 
410a10-13, 417b22-4). Thus, Aristotle holds that the soul 
becomes one in form, or isomorphic, with its objects. Note, 
moreover, that any such notion of isomorphism must already 
fall short of numerical identity. Otherwise, when Alcibiades and 
Socrates think of the same object, even taken narrowly, the 
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reason (nous) of the one will, by the transitivity of identity, 
become numerically identical with the reason (nous) of the 
other. On the receptivity of form and isomorphism, see the 
General Introduction § IV.4. 


432a1-3: Two Striking Figures: As a loose consequence of his 
commitment to form receptivity, Aristotle draws two striking 
images. Each has been subjected to various interpretations and 
expansions since antiquity. 

The first compares the soul to a hand: each is a ‘tool of tools’ 
(organan ...organ6n; 432a2). It has been tempting to some to 
understand Aristotle as suggesting that the soul is a tool (organon) 
used by the body, which then itself uses tools, namely its several 
faculties, to accomplish its ends on behalf of the body. This, 
however, gets the order of directionality backwards: ‘all ensouled 
natural bodies are organs of the soul’ (415b18—19; cf. 407b25 with 
note to 415b8—-27; Part. An. 641a14-32, 642a9-I1, 645b14—-18, 
646b10-35). Aristotle argues consistently that form has priority 
over matter, and that the soul arranges the body in ways best 
suited to pursuing the living being’s ends (on which, see Shields 
(2009)). 

In this connection, it is noteworthy that Aristotle uses a similar 
sort of locution in De Partibus Animalium 687a18—-19, where it is 
held that nature has outfitted human beings with hands as a ‘tool 
for tools’ (organon pro organ6n; 687a21). In that passage, his 
express meaning is that the hand is not one tool but many, in 
virtue of its functional flexibility. The context is one in which 
Aristotle is arguing against Anaxagoras, whom he represents as 
having explained human intelligence as resulting from the pos- 
session of hands. On the contrary, claims Aristotle, nature, 
always seeking the best course, has equipped humans with 
hands because it suits their intelligence, the presence of which in 
turn suits them to use versatile appendages well. If part of that 
meaning carries over to the present passage, then Aristotle’s point 
is that the soul is at once one tool and many, one tool constituted 
out of tools, or one functionally plastic organ constituted out of 
other such organs, including the perceptual faculty (aisthétikon) 
and the faculty of reason (noétikon). The soul would then be a tool 
of tools in the way that an umbrella association is ‘an association of 
associations’. Care is required, however, in how the constitution 
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relation invoked here is to be explicated (on which, see note to 
414b19-415a11 and the General Introduction § IV, n.9). 

The second figure is slightly more direct: Aristotle says that 
‘reason is a form of forms’ (432a2). It is possible, as Bywater 
(1888) has contended, that this phrase should be expanded to 
‘reason is a form of intelligible forms’, the word ‘intelligible’ 
(noétén) having dropped out of the text. That would come closer 
to completing the parallel with perception which follows imme- 
diately (432a2-3), since perception is said to be a ‘form of the 
objects of perception’. While Bywater’s emendation is unneces- 
sary, his basic point is, nonetheless, apt. Reason and perception 
are forms of forms because the soul is a form of the body and yet 
receptive of forms, whether perceptible or intelligible. 


432a3-9: A Problematic Inference; Aristotle’s Empiricism: This 
passage is often cited as an exceptionally clear expression of 
Aristotle’s empiricism. He claims, directly, that ‘one who did 
not perceive anything would neither learn nor understand any- 
thing’ (432a7-8). This claim is supposed to follow as one of two 
conclusions from the following argument: 


(1) There is nothing beyond perceptible magnitudes (432a3-4). 

(2) If (1), then the objects of reason (noéta) are in perceptible 
forms (either as existing in abstraction or as states and 
affections (hexeis kai pathé) of objects of perception 
(aisthéta)) (432a5-6). 

(3) Hence, the objects of reason (noéta) are in perceptible 
forms (432a4-5). 

(4) If (3), then: (a) one who never perceived would neither 
learn nor understand; and (b) whenever one contemplates, 
one at the same time contemplates a sort of image. 

(5) Hence, one who never perceived would neither learn nor 
understand (432a6-7); and 

(6) Hence, whenever one contemplates, one at the same time 
contemplates a sort of image (432a7-8). 


The argument is plainly valid. The only questions, then, pertain 
to the non-inferred premises, namely (1), (2), and then also (4). 
Trouble begins with (1), a premise which had already caught 
the attention of Aristotle’s commentators in antiquity (so Alex- 
ander, as reported by ps.-Simplicius, 284, 23 and ps.-Simplicius 
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himself 284, 13-22). They seem right to be concerned. The prob- 
lem is that this claim appears plainly inconsistent with Aristotle’s 
commitment to separated substances, which are without matter. 
Moreover, Aristotle thinks that the prime mover is not in space 
(De Caelo, 279a18), and the other divine intelligences, again like 
the prime mover (Met. 1075aI-2, 1075a6-7), are unchangeable 
and so without matter (Met. 1072b2-4) and also without magni- 
tude (Met. 1073a33; cf. 1038a6, 1045234). So, unless he has 
changed his mind about core areas of his metaphysics and cos- 
mology, Aristotle has contradicted himself. Or, perhaps, as some 
would have it, he does not really maintain (1), since in the text it is 
cagily qualified (‘as it seems’ (hés dokei); 432a4). This last expe- 
dient seems unlikely, since, as the text proceeds, Aristotle’s infer- 
ences depend upon a straightforward assertion of (1). Again, 
however, those disinclined to find Aristotle expressing any such 
sentiment suppose that he must be arguing on behalf of those who 
do accept (1), rather than in propria persona. The text gives no 
indication that this is so. 

Bracketing that, or supposing that (1) is Aristotle’s considered 
view, we may proceed to (2) and (4). (2) has at least this much 
plausibility: if forms do not exist in a separated state, then they 
must somehow be features of the material objects whose forms 
they are. It will not follow directly that they will be so by being 
contained in perceptible forms, but the thought may be that if 
they are to be cognitively available at all, objects of reason must 
be procured via perception. Nor does it follow that objects of 
reason, because acquired via perception, are therefore in any 
sense quasi-perceptual; this, on the contrary, is a view Aristotle 
forcefully rejects. 

That noted, once having proceeded to (4), Aristotle derives two 
further consequences from the genetic reliance of thought on per- 
ception, first that perception is required for learning or understand- 
ing generally, and second that contemplation involves images. 
Neither consequence is unobjectionable, considered either itself 
or as a consequence of the role of perception in acquisition. 

Our attitude to the plausibility of (4) will be partly determined 
by the strength of empiricism we understand (5) to represent. As 
stated, the argument seems preoccupied with the origin of objects 
of reason, and not with any question of justification with respect 
to them. (6) bears a still more tenuous relation to any thesis 
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regarding our access relations to objects of reason. One should 
note in this connection, however, that the text of 432a8-9 as we 
have it is multiply ambiguous, as between: (a) one necessarily at 
the same time contemplates some image (phatasma ti); (b) one 
necessarily at the same time contemplates a sort of image (pha- 
tasma ti), where ti is understood in the so-called alienans sense, 
that is, as meaning ‘an image... sort of’ as opposed to a ‘sort or 
type of image’ (see note to 416b32—417a2); and (c) one necessarily 
at the same time contemplates by means of images (phantasmati). 
The translation accepts (b), partly in virtue of Aristotle’s tendency 
to link the need for images in thought to practical reason alone, 
and not therefore in theoretical reasoning. Images are, he thinks, 
implicated in action, because we must represent what is to be 
pursued or avoided as either good or bad (see 432b27-9; cf. notes 
to 431a14-17 and 431b2-17); it will not follow that they are 
implicated when thinking, for instance, that Gandhi’s coinage 
‘satyagraha’ has no ready translation in English. 

In any event, if we accept (b), then the claim is a very weak one, 
and more likely to find support in terms of the current argument; 
if we accept (a), then the claim is much stronger, and less likely to 
be underwritten by the current argument; and if we accept (c), 
then the claim might again be very weak, to the effect that images 
are instrumental for our thinking. The adverb rendered as ‘at the 
same time’ (kama; 432a8) makes (c) unlikely, especially if it is 
given the very weak reading just mooted. 

Taking all this together, even though one consistent way of 
reading these lines makes Aristotle out to be a robust empiricist 
about concept acquisition, his readers should be cautious before 
finding in them any detailed or unambiguous statement tending in 
this direction. First, the lines are open to other, less committal 
interpretations, and, second, they seem in some ways at variance 
with deeply held commitments consistently expressed elsewhere 
in the corpus. 


432a10—15: The Relation between Images and Thoughts: Aris- 
totle concludes the chapter with a caution and a query. The 
caution is that we should not permit the reflections on the role 
of images in thought, however this is to be understood, to incline 
us to suppose that images are assertoric. Images (phantasmata) do 
not make claims, since expressions with assertoric force result 
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only from some manner of combination, from an interweaving of 
thoughts (noémata). 

This salutary caution then prompts a reasonable query from 
Aristotle: how will ‘first thoughts’ (préta noémata; 432a12) differ 
from images (phantasmata)? In posing this sort of question, Aris- 
totle is evidently, again reasonably, thinking of these ‘first 
thoughts’ as unwoven, as the sub-propositional concepts which 
come to be predicated of one another to yield truth-evaluable 
propositions. Perhaps, then, though this is highly conjectural, 
these thoughts (noémata) are first (préta) in the sense that they 
are closest to sense perception. Although he has not used the term 
‘first thoughts’ earlier, such thoughts would be, or be akin to, the 
indivisible thoughts characterized in 430a26—b6 (see note to 
which, together with the Introduction to III 6). There would be 
a reasonable question as to how such thoughts should be distin- 
guished from images: whereas complex thoughts are assertoric, 
images are not—but then neither are the first nor indivisible 
thoughts assertoric. 

Unfortunately, the text as we have it at the end of the chapter is 
in a desperate state, and its reconstruction must be regarded as 
conjectural. As I have constituted it, Aristotle does not supply the 
differentiating feature, but simply asserts that thoughts are not 
images, leaving the more fine-grained query about first thoughts 
unaddressed. 


CHAPTER 9 


Introduction to MI 9 
This chapter rejoins the dominant thread of the discussion up to 
De Anima III 6, thus further strengthening the impression that 
chapters III 7-8 are probably interpolations, even if they are authen- 
tically Aristotelian. Their being so need not diminish such value as 
they have, of course, though insofar as De Anima III has any coherent 
overarching plan, these chapters seem not to form any integral part of 
it. By contrast, the current chapter re-engages, in a reasonably orderly 
fashion, Aristotle’s discussion of the soul in terms of its defining 
capacities: he has thus far treated the nutritive soul (DA II 4), the 
perceptual soul (DA II 5-III 2), and the rational soul (DA III 4-6, 
with additional observations scattered through DA III 7-8). Now, 
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Aristotle turns to a further, highly significant fact about animals, as 
opposed to plants (432a15-16): animals move about. He naturally 
assumes that something must explain this ability. Should we say that 
the psychic faculties mentioned thus far, either individually or cor- 
porately, suffice to initiate motion? Or must we recognize a distinct 
faculty alongside those already recognized? 

These sorts of questions quite reasonably prompt Aristotle to 
reflect upon the general principles of soul division and capacity 
individuation. If we assign one faculty to each and every ability 
we manifest, no matter how narrowly individuated, then the soul 
will have endless numbers of parts. Presumably, we do not want 
to say that since humans can whistle a happy tune, the human 
soul has a distinct whistling-a-happy-tune faculty. Rather, we 
should rely upon some coarser-grained principle of faculty indi- 
viduation. (See, however, Gregoric (2007: 24, 38-9) for an argu- 
ment to the contrary.) 

So far, Aristotle has himself relied upon a reasonably stable 
policy of faculty individuation given in terms of the discreteness 
of psychic objects (see the Introductions to II 4 and III 3; 
402b9-16 and 415a14-22, with their relevant notes; see also 
notes to 418a7—I1 and 418aI1I-—17). One question, then, concerns 
whether it is possible to extend that treatment by identifying 
discrete objects implicated in the initiation of motion. Presumably 
these will be the objects of desire (orekta; 433a28, b11). 


432a15-22: Introduction of the Topic: Aristotle justifies the 
present inquiry by noting that the souls of animals have been 
defined in terms of two faculties: the judgemental or critical 
faculty, which has been explained in terms of reason (nous) and 
perception (aisthésis), and the capacity for locomotion, which 
awaits an account. Aristotle does not mention the nutritive fac- 
ulty, which is common to all living compounds, no doubt because 
he is thinking exclusively of animals (432a15-16). His precise 
back reference is unclear, but it is presumably to 427a17-19. 
What is responsible for initiating motion? Aristotle mentions 
two possibilities: (i) the whole soul; or (ii) some part of the soul, 
distinct in magnitude or definition. If (ii), then one must deter- 
mine whether the single capacity is: (ii.a) identical with one of the 
faculties already delineated, or (ii.b) something distinct and dedi- 
cated to this purpose (something exclusive, or peculiar; idion). 
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Alternatively, perhaps when Aristotle addresses the options under 
(ii.a) at 432b19-433a6, he does not consider the possibility that 
the faculty in question might cut across parts of the two faculties 
already delineated, so that it will be identical with neither taken 
individually nor yet identical with the entire soul. He seemed alert 
to this sort of possibility in his treatment of imagination (phanta- 
sia), the discussion of which bears methodological similarities to 
the current inquiry (cf. note to 428a24—b9). Aristotle does, how- 
ever, consider something akin to this possibility in the next chap- 
ter, at 433a17-27. 


432a22—432b3: A Concern about Soul Division: These ques- 
tions about the faculty responsible for initiating movement under- 
standably prompt a prior question about faculty individuation. 
Animals have the ability to move themselves about. Must they, 
then, have a dedicated capacity or faculty (dunamis) for this 
purpose? Aristotle observes that we should exercise caution 
here. Presumably we do not want to introduce a psychic capacity 
or division of the soul corresponding to every action type in which 
we can engage. 

The caution is intended quite generally. Aristotle has in view 
the fact that the soul can be differently divided. Thus, he is 
reflecting not only Plato’s tripartite psychology of reason, spirit, 
and appetite (Rep. iv), but also on a different, bipartite division, 
one also ascribed to Plato in the Magna Moralia (1182a23-5), 
into the rational and irrational. (The two divisions are not neces- 
sarily in competition with one another.) Aristotle alludes to the 
same bipartite division as ‘exoteric’ in the Nicomachean Ethics 
(1102a26-8). Such exoteric writings are intended for a popular 
audience, and are of Aristotle’s own composition (Pol. 1278b30; 
EE 1217622, 1218b34). Aristotle’s concern in the current connec- 
tion also echoes his worries about imagination (see the Introduc- 
tion to III 3), where he was concerned with whether we have 
grounds to regard imagination as its own faculty. Now, though, 
he is investigating a putative faculty capable of initiating motion. 
He acknowledges this concern here as it pertains to his own 
approach (431a31), but does not develop it. 


432b3-7: A Special Concern about the Faculty of Desire: One 
reasonable principle of part individuation seems to yield as a 
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separate capacity the faculty of desire (orektikon; 432b3). The 
faculty of desire qualifies as distinct in terms of its potentialities 
and in terms of its account. It presumably tracks objects of desire, 
and what it is to desire something is not the same as what it is to 
reason about it, nor again is it merely to adopt a spirited demean- 
our with respect to it, nor even merely to have appetite for it, if, at 
any rate, we are thinking, as Plato seems to be thinking in 
Republic iv, of appetite (epithumia) as markedly less cognitive 
than desire (orexis). Here, though, we must proceed with caution, 
since we should probably be wary of presuming that ‘appetite’ 
and ‘desire’ have terribly clear boundaries in their English usage. 
Sometimes appetite seems a species of desire, at other times it 
seems opposable to desire. One might have an appetite for pizza 
and so desire one; but one might desire to discover the perpetrator 
of a heinous crime, without having any appetite for the job in any 
of its aspects. With that caution in mind, though, we might, 
nonetheless, want to refrain from making appetite coextensive 
with desire, even if we wanted to insist that appetite is one species 
of desire. These same concerns carry over to the Greek of Plato 
and Aristotle. (Cf. note to 414a29-b16 for a discussion of Aris- 
totle’s terminology in this regard.) 

Aristotle contends that it would be absurd to break up the 
faculty of desire (orektikon). Adopting the bipartite division of 
soul, we find wish (bou/ésis) in the rational division, and appetite 
(epithumia) and spirit (thumos) in the irrational; adopting the tri- 
partite set-up, we find desire (orexis) in each. 

Thinking evidently of Plato, Aristotle suggests that we have no 
grounds to fracture desire in this way, though it is not clear that 
Plato is liable to any such criticism; he may simply be thinking of 
desire as it ranges over distinct sorts of objects, without thereby 
thinking of it as itself intrinsically divided. (For a discussion of the 
principles and consequences of Platonic soul division, see Shields 
(2010).) It is conceivable, though, that Aristotle’s discussion is not 
anti-Platonic so much as unsettled and so still searching with 
respect to its own ultimate commitments. 

Here it should be noted that the verb translated as ‘break this 
up’ (diaspan) at 432b5, might conceivably mean ‘break off from’ 
(cf. Rhet. 1386a10). If it were taken that way, one might under- 
stand Aristotle as actually agreeing with Plato, by endorsing his 
suggestion that the faculty of desire cannot be hived off from the 
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other faculties. There is so little argumentative development in 
the present digression that it is difficult to say with any certainty. 

In any event, it is clear that using different principles of differ- 
entiation yields distinct forms of soul division. Aristotle must 
guard that his own principles do not engender more faculties 
than he himself is prepared to countenance. As he observes, unless 
our principles of individuation are controlled, we will risk gener- 
ating an infinite number of faculties (432424). 


432b7-19: What Initiates Motion is not the Faculty of Nutrition: 
Lending further credence to the thought that his brief excursion 
into soul division is primarily a methodological digression, Aris- 
totle overtly refocuses the discussion to the issue at hand: what 
initiates motion in an animal? 

He immediately points out that it is not the same as the nutritive 
and reproductive faculties. Here it isimportant to bear in mind that 
Aristotle holds reproductive and nutritive souls to be the same, and 
also to be the first, or most common soul (416a19—20; cf. notes to 
415a22-b7, 416a19—b9, and 416b1 1-28). This leads naturally to 
Aristotle’s first argument for the non-identification of the faculties 
of locomotion and nutrition/generation: the faculties in question 
are not even coextensive and so cannot be identified. 

His second argument is mildly puzzling. Aristotle denies that 
the faculty of locomotion can be identified with the faculty of 
nutrition on the grounds that locomotion of this sort is always for 
the sake of something (heneka tou; 432b15). Surely, though, he 
also thinks that nutrition is for the sake of something. The prob- 
able resolution is that he is thinking here primarily of forward 
motion (432b14), especially voluntary motion (432b16-17), sug- 
gesting motion in pursuit, which requires imagination (phantasia) 
and desire (orexis). If that restriction is in place, then he is 
pointing out that certain kinds of locomotion require a capacity 
for representation, with the result that desire must be something 
beyond the nutritive capacity. 

It should be noted that if this accurately represents Aristotle’s 
second argument, then he is thinking of locomotion primarily as 
it occurs in animals and setting aside the sort of motion, or 
change, that we observe in plants as they put down roots and 
the like. He would be justified in doing so, if his argument is just 
that locomotion often involves representation, whereas nutrition 
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never does; this would yield the non-coextensivity he seeks in the 
argument. 


432b19-25: What Initiates Motion is not the Faculty of Perception: 
Aristotle at first appeals to the argument form already deployed 
in the case of nutrition (see note to 432b7-19), but he then 
augments the argument by a robust appeal to teleology. The 
argument itself is again simple: the faculties in question are not 
even coextensive and so cannot be identified. The source of the 
non-coextensivity prompts a broader appeal to some overarching 
teleological commitments. As for the non-coextensivity to which 
Aristotle appeals, there are some animals lacking all forms of 
locomotion, though, as animals, they must of course have per- 
ception. He had called attention to such animals earlier 
(410b19-20), there also drawing upon his marine biology in 
thinking of sea nettles, sponges, oysters, and certain Testacea 
(Hist. An. 487b6-9, 588b12; Part. An. 681b34, 683c8); he, in 
fact, denies that there are stationary land animals (Hist. An. 
487b6-8, 621b2-5). 

The broader appeal to teleology repeats a familiar refrain from 
Aristotle: nature does nothing in vain (415bI5, 434a31; Part. An. 
641b12—-19; Gen. An. 788b20, Pol. 1256b20). In the present con- 
text he means to argue that since there exist fully mature, perfectly 
formed animals of a non-motive kind which, nonetheless, have 
perception (for all animals have perception (413b8-9, 41545, 
434a29, b13-19)), it is not possible, on the assumption that the 
capacity to initiate motion is the same as the perceptual faculty, 
for such animals to lack the organs requisite for locomotion. An 
inspection of stationary marine animals reveals no such organs. It 
follows, then, on the assumption of the teleological principle 
invoked, that the capacities cannot be identified. 


432b25-433a6: What Initiates Motion is not the Same as Reason: 
Aristotle’s argument against identifying the faculty of locomotion 
with reason is both subtler and more consequential than the 
earlier arguments of this chapter. Instead of appealing to simple 
non-coextensivity, which is no longer available to him, Aristotle 
uses a variety of arguments intended to show that the presence of 
intellectual activity is compatible with the absence of motion; 
hence, bare reason alone does not suffice. This style of argument 
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is less secure than his earlier arguments, and seems to create some 
difficulties for him (see note to 433a6-8). In general, one might 
argue that the exercise of capacity is compatible with our not 
o-ing, if we are thinking of ọ-ing as requiring conditions for its 
success which are beyond the mere expression of @. Thus, (i) the 
capacity to @ might be heterogeneous in its activities, as the 
capacity to burn might light or heat a room; or (ii) the capacity 
to ọ may be overridden by a distinct, interposing capacity ¥; or 
again (iii) the world may not cooperate, thus making our expres- 
sion of @ ineffectual. Thus, fire might be able to burn wood, 
though be thwarted owing to this particular log’s being saturated 
with water. (See also note to 433a6-8.) 

That said, Aristotle draws attention to the comparatively nar- 
row fact that in contemplating, one does not normally, in a 
theoretical context, contemplate what is to be done; nor does 
contemplation issue in directives to flee or pursue. He is not, or 
is not obviously, adopting the Humean posture that reason is 
incapable of initiating motion; for he says just below, at 
433a1-3, that reason can enjoin action. Evidently, Aristotle is 
focusing here only on theoretical reason. So far, at least, he is 
mainly making the point that not every instance of the exercise of 
reason is sufficient for motion, not that no such exercise could be. 
To take a case favorable to Aristotle’s suggestion, if S is thinking 
hard about transfinite numbers, then that activity will not direct S 
to begin preparing a meal, even if S is hungry. 

The suggestion that all motion involves pursuit or flight might 
seem plainly false: a girl who idly runs her fingers through her hair 
while reading is moving but not thereby pursuing or fleeing 
anything; this, though, assumes that she is not acting intention- 
ally, and, again, Aristotle is mainly concerned with intentional or 
voluntary behaviour (see note to 432b7—-19), where the connec- 
tion to pursuit or avoidance lies close, especially within Aristotle’s 
teleological framework. Consequently, his position, suitably 
understood, does not seem obviously problematic. He is simply 
contending that intentional behaviour is end-directed. 

On the involuntary motions associated with seeing the fearful 
or the pleasant, see 403a21 and 408b8. 

The last stretch of this argument, beginning at 433a1, is the 
most significant, since in this stretch of text Aristotle turns to the 
rational faculty most likely to be identifiable with the faculty of 
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locomotion. Surprisingly, Aristotle does not avail himself of a 
non-coextensivity argument, given that some animals move, but 
lack reason altogether. Instead, he considers a case where reason 
does command action. Even when that occurs, desire may direct 
one elsewhere, as happens in the case of the akratic, or weak- 
willed agent. (For Aristotle’s treatment of akrasia, see Nicoma- 
chean Ethics VII 1-3. One should not, however, suppose that the 
treatment there is complete, such that the present passage must be 
shown to conform to it. On the contrary, as Moss (2009) persua- 
sively argues, one can best understand Aristotle’s general 
approach to akrasia only by appreciating the purport of the 
current passage for his broader treatment of that topic in the 
Nicomachean Ethics and elsewhere.) The weak-willed person 
reasons that action a is, all things considered, preferable to any 
alternative course of action b, and her reason accordingly directs 
the doing of a, but desire wells up and redirects the agent’s 
attention to b, with the result that b is pursued in place of a. If b 
is indolence, then reason may fail to eventuate in action 
altogether. Here, evidently, Aristotle is thinking of practical 
rather than theoretical reason (cf. 433a14-16). His argument is, 
then, that the exercise of practical reason is compatible with 
inactivity, with the result that the faculty of locomotion cannot 
be the same as the faculty of reason, even in its practical mode. 

All that taken together, then, the general structure of his argu- 
ment is: (1) the operation of theoretical reason is compatible with 
inactivity; (2) the operation of practical reason is compatible with 
inactivity; (3) the operation of the faculty of locomotion is not 
compatible with inactivity; hence (4) the faculty of locomotion 
can be identified with neither theoretical nor practical reason. 
On a potential problem with this style of argument, see note to 
433a6-8. 


433a6-8: A Perplexing Coda on Desire: Given the differenti- 
ations and associations made thus far in this chapter, it seems 
natural at this juncture to conclude that the faculty of locomotion 
is none other than the faculty of desire (orexis). Thus, for 
example, it seemed to be assumed in the case of the akratic that 
desire could eventuate in action. Now even that thesis is chal- 
lenged, by appeal to the enkratic, or self-controlled man. (Aris- 
totle supposes that, in descending order of virtue: the completely 
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virtuous person acts without a trace of internal struggle; the 
enkratic struggles but overcomes to pursue what is best; the 
akratic struggles only to succumb; and the vicious person simply 
pursues without a whiff of struggle or remorse whatever course 
her craven desire directs. See EN vii 1.) The case of the enkratic is 
introduced as the converse of the akratic (433a1): the akratic 
shows that the faculty of locomotion cannot be identified with 
reason, since desire can derail reason, while the enkratic shows 
that the faculty of locomotion cannot be identified with desire 
(orexis), since desire’s bid can also prove impotent. 

The argument is difficult on two counts. First, the general 
strategy of arguing that faculty @ cannot be identified with faculty 
Y on the grounds that an expression of @ may not result in 
successful 'P-ing seems to prove too much if it proves anything 
at all. An internal combustion engine’s ability to power the 
motion of a car might be expressed without the car’s moving, 
because of any of a variety of internal or external impediments. 
Second, as an ad hominem point, Aristotle in the next chapter 
comes to the conclusion after all that ‘there is one thing initiating 
motion: the faculty of desire’ (orektikon; see note to 433a14-26). 
Some possibilities are: (i) Aristotle is here implicitly distinguish- 
ing between desire (orexis) and the faculty of desire (orektikon),; 
(ii) he is here thinking of desire in isolation from other con- 
tributing faculties, though in the next chapter he is thinking of it 
as enmeshed in a functioning intentional psychology, including 
practical reason; or (iii) the current argument is preliminary and 
aporetic, and so does not represent Aristotle’s own final assess- 
ment. Of these either (ii) or (iii) seems most likely. As stated, 
these need not be regarded as mutually exclusive explanations. 


CHAPTER Io 


Introduction to IM 10 
This chapter continues the discussion of the last. Aristotle now 
moves towards some more definite findings regarding the faculty 
of locomotion. In tone, the present chapter is less aporetic than 
the previous. Consequently, where there are occasional tensions 
between the two, they should probably be resolved in favour of 
the findings of III ro over III 9. 
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At least initially, the chapters appear significantly at variance 
with one another regarding the faculty of desire and its role in 
initiating motion in animals. The bulk of III 9 was given over 
to distinguishing the faculty responsible for initiating motion 
from the acknowledged psychic faculties: it is not nutrition 
(432b7-19); it is not perception (432b19-25); and it is not reason 
(432b25—-433a6). It then closed with the suggestion, advanced by 
relying on arguments analogous to those deployed for the case of 
reason, that the faculty responsible for motion could not be desire 
(orexis) (433a6-8). In the current chapter, however, Aristotle 
evidently concludes that ‘there is one thing initiating motion: 
the faculty of desire’ (orektikon; 433a21) (‘evidently’, because a 
second manuscript tradition prefers ‘object of desire’ (orekton) at 
433a21; see note to 433a14—26). Further on in the chapter he 
reiterates, ‘It is apparent, then, that what is called desire (orexis) 
is the sort of capacity in the soul which initiates motion’ 
(433a31-b1). 

This initial tension does not vitiate the contribution, however 
inchoate, Aristotle has to make to the philosophy of action. While 
it is true that these chapters find him struggling with the mixture 
of contributions to intentional action made by the various cap- 
acities of the soul, Aristotle does show himself sensitive to the 
very real difficulties which even today surround the question of 
the antecedents of intentional action: he observes that desire, 
practical reason, and imagination all have some role to play, 
though he does not arrive at a clear and unambiguous account 
of their relative contributions. It is, nonetheless, laudatory that he 
avoids the remorseless and prescriptive taxonomizing character- 
istic of some later, primarily Humean approaches to the aetiology 
of action. For some ways in which Aristotle’s approach to action 
can and cannot be appropriately regarded as Humean, see Irwin 
(1975), and for an in-depth study of Aristotle’s approach to 
action, see Charles (1984). 

A carefully focused, textually alert discussion of this chapter 
can be found in Richardson (1995), whose contribution is note- 
worthy for distinguishing two orientating interpretations, namely 
what he terms a desire-based approach and a good-based 
approach, where the crucial difference pertains to the question 
of what Aristotle takes the ultimate source (arché) of motion to 
be: an internal faculty (the orektikon) or an object desire (the 
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orekton) taken either as the good or the apparent good. (Richard- 
son argues in favour of the object of desire, the orekton; see note 
433a14-26 below for an argument in favour of the faculty, the 
orektikon, which is the text the translation presupposes.) 

It should be noted in this connection that although Aristotle 
speaks of what initiates motion (kinein), he is primarily concerned 
in this chapter with intentional action, broadly construed, and not 
just with bodily motions taken indifferently. He is concerned with 
the kinds of motions characteristic of living beings capable of 
representing their environments, and focuses primarily and most 
narrowly on human beings, but then also thereafter on other, non- 
human animals. Ackrill (1978) explores some of the background 
features concerning Aristotle’s approach to intentional action. 

The current chapter divides reasonably clearly into three sec- 
tions, even though the connection of the second to the first and 
third is rather thin: (i) preliminary suggestions regarding desire 
and reason, with the finding that desire is the primary source of 
motion (433a9—b1); (ii) an excursus into the partsand faculties of the 
soul (433b1—13); and (iii) summary and specification (433b13-30). 


433a9-13: Desire and Reason as Initiating Motion: Aristotle 
opens the chapter by recording the phainomena, that is, how 
things appear: desire (orexis) and reason (nous) appear to have 
some role to play in initiating action. This undercuts the tenor of 
the previous chapter, though there is no direct contradiction, at 
least on the assumption that Aristotle was there thinking of the 
faculties of the soul as taken in isolation from one another (cf. 
note to 433a6-8), or, more generally, that the earlier chapter was 
intended as principally aporetic. 

What is a bit more surprising is that Aristotle seems to justify 
the suggestion that reason initiates motion by implying that 
imagination (phantasia) may be regarded as a kind of reasoning 
(noésis), or at least as suitably akin to reasoning. To be sure, 
Aristotle has already indicated that imagination has a role to 
play in initiating action, in both the non-rational beast and in 
the temporarily irrational human (see note to 429a2-9). What he 
has not suggested so far is that imagination (phantasia) might be a 
kind of thinking or reasoning. Indeed the possibility of the con- 
verse, that reason might be a kind of imagination (phantasia tis), 
was floated at 403a8-9. Contrary, then, to the current suggestion, 
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Aristotle has earlier argued that imagination is neither knowledge 
(epistémé) nor understanding (nor reason, nous—see note to 
433a26-30 below), on the grounds that these states or faculties 
are truth-entailing, whereas imagination can be false (see note to 
428a17-18). In this chapter Aristotle reaffirms the superiority of 
understanding (or reason, nous) in related but distinct terms, by 
contending that it is always right (orthos; 433a26). Presumably 
Aristotle feels a legitimate pressure to treat imagination (phanta- 
sia) as capable of initiating action, especially, but perhaps not 
exclusively, in non-rational animals; what is less clear is why this 
should incline him to entertain the hypothesis that imagination 
(phantasia) is a kind of reasoning (noésis). One possible, deflation- 
ary resolution would be to translate the passage in a more attenu- 
ated and paraphrastic way, as ‘if one were to treat imagination as 
reasoning—of a sort’. (See note to 416b32-417a2 for an explan- 
ation of Aristotle’s idiom here.) In any event, it should be noted 
that Aristotle’s language here is both conditional and tentative. 
Frede (2008) explores some ways in which imagination (phantasia) 
might be thought akin to reasoning (noésis). 


433a14-26: Practical Reason and the Primacy of Desire: The 
sort of reason (nous) implicated in action is, appropriately 
enough, practical reason, the kind engaged in calculating rather 
than contemplating. Aristotle makes similar points elsewhere 
(431a14-17, 433a26-9; cf. EN 1139a26-35, 1143b2). Here Aris- 
totle differentiates the two kinds of reason by appeal to their 
respective ends: practical reason engages an end as something to 
be done or accomplished and involves itself in calculating how to 
achieve that objective. In this respect, contends Aristotle, prac- 
tical reason is like desire and the sort of imagination involved in 
initiating motion. 

Aristotle treats practical reason as centrally implicated in 
action: the object of desire (orekton) initiates motion, and because 
of this thought (dianoia; 433a19—here equivalent to practical 
reason) initiates action. Where thought is lacking, in the case of 
non-human animals, imagination responds in an analogous way 
to the object of desire, so that imagination is akin to reason in 
failing to suffice for action in the absence of desire. The moral to 
draw, implies Aristotle, is that the faculty of desire (orektikon) is 
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the sole initiator of motion. A more cautious conclusion would 
treat this faculty as the primary initiator of motion. 

An alternative conclusion, favoured by Richardson (1995) and 
given some legitimacy by an alternative textual tradition, one 
already known in antiquity (ps.-Simplicius in de An. 297430), 
would conclude rather that the object of desire (orekton), is the 
sole initiator of movement. The textual variance is plainly signifi- 
cant, but can also be overstated (as ps.-Simplicius judiciously 
remarks, in DA 298, 30-299, 7). 

The basic difference between the readings is as follows. One 
reading locates the ultimate mover in the object desired (orekton), 
because it is conceived as good or as an apparent good; the other 
looks to the faculty (orektikon) as the ultimate locus in which 
motion is initiated. The second may be thought to emphasize the 
internal workings of the agent; the first will emphasize, in a 
manner more closely parallel to perception (aisthésis) and reason- 
ing (noésis), the individuation-subordination of the faculty to the 
object of its concern. The translation accepts the text as Ross 
constitutes it, which follows neither manuscript tradition slav- 
ishly; it treats the faculty (the orkektikon) rather than the object 
(the orekton) as the source of motion, and treats the faculty as 
dependent on its object for its individuation conditions. This 
seems basically correct, since Aristotle’s dominant goal in this 
passage is to argue for a unified capacity of desire (the orektikon), 
as is shown by the contrast which follows: ‘For if there were two 
things which initiated motion—reason and desire—they would 
do so according to some common form.’ 433a21-3). Since the 
contrast class involves faculties, Aristotle’s conclusion likewise 
pertains to the faculty and not its object. In either case, however, 
the faculty of desire (orektikon) will play an indispensable role, 
one not to be parcelled out to either reason (nous) or imagination 
(phantasia). 

That allowed, on the reading adopted in the translation, Aris- 
totle will be arguing not only for the centrality of primacy of the 
faculty of desire (orektikon) in initiating motion, but more 
strongly for its exclusivity. Aristotle’s argument for exclusivity 
over primacy is a bit diffuse, evidently running together two lines 
of thought: (i) if there were two faculties responsible for initiating 
motion, they would do so according to a common form, and since 
there is no common form, it can only be one faculty, the faculty of 
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desire—something in any case always operative when motion is 
initiated—which is responsible for initiating motion; and (ii) 
reason is impotent without desire, since reason does nothing 
without wish (boulésis) and wish is a kind of desire, whereas 
desire, in the form of appetite (epithumia), can initiate motion in 
a manner positively contrary to rational calculation. 

The first argument relies on the rejection of an unexplored 
possibility, that something common to reason and desire might 
be the sole or primary cause of motion. Aristotle seems merely to 
advert to the brief characterization of the aetiology of action 
already provided: the object of desire moves practical reason, 
and because of this, practical reason initiates motion. Looked at 
this way, his argument is simple: if there is no object of desire, 
there is no motion; but where there is an object of desire, there is a 
faculty of desire. So, desire, unlike practical reason and imagin- 
ation, is a sine qua non of motion in the case of animals and has 
thus at least this much claim to primacy. Put thus, however, the 
argument makes no use of Aristotle’s contention that desire and 
reason share no common form. It also leads at best to a kind of 
primacy for the faculty of desire, thus falling short of establishing 
it as the faculty exclusively responsible for the initiation of 
motion. 

The second argument is also independently troubling insofar as 
it seems at variance with the final argument of the previous chapter 
(see note to 433a6-8 and the Introduction to this chapter). 


433a26—30: Reason is Right; Imagination and Desire are Right and 
not Right: It is initially jarring to learn that ‘reason is always 
right’. Presumably, however, reason is always right only in the 
sense that when operating unimpaired it correctly identifies that 
object of desire which is in fact good, rather than the one merely 
seeming to be good. A second possibility, one built on the reading 
of 433a20 presupposed in the text (see note to 433a1 4-26), recom- 
mends a neat parallelism. On this approach, reason (nous) is not 
the faculty here, but is rather to be equated with a peerless state of 
that faculty, as it is in Posterior Analytics II 19. If so, then the 
sense in which ‘reason’ (nous) is always right is more elevated: 
when we attain a state of reason (or understanding, or intuition, or 
intuitive grasping as one might render nous in this connection), 
then reason, the faculty, is always right. The parallelism would 
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then be: when we have attained this highest state of reason, we 
have grasped the good as it is, and not merely as it appears, 
whereas imagination and desire, shared with non-human animals, 
are restricted to the apparent good—which may be in fact good, 
but would not be cognized as such. ‘Reason, then, is in every 
instance correct, while desire and imagination are both correct 
and not correct. Consequently, the object of desire always initi- 
ates motion; but this is either the good or the apparent good’ 
(433a26-9). On this approach, reason attains the good, whereas 
desire and imagination present to us only the apparent good, and 
so cannot stably deliver us to our real good in intentional action. 

However that may be, the relevance of mentioning both the 
apparent and the real good here is to highlight reason’s indispens- 
able role in the antecedents of human action. Given that we seek 
what is in fact good for ourselves, and not what merely seems to 
be good, and given that reason is required to make this determin- 
ation, we must rely upon reason to secure our best end. In rational 
creatures, then, it would be wrong to say that the faculty of desire 
operates so as to exclude reason. Cf. EN 1113a15-b6, 1139a23- 
b5; EE 1235b25. For a nuanced treatment of the relation of the 
good to the apparent good, see Moss (2012). 


433b1-13: The Parts of the Soul: Aristotle cautions that those 
who establish parts of the soul in accordance with discrete sets of 
objects run the risk of psychic fission. This is noteworthy insofar 
as Aristotle himself applies this very method earlier in De Anima 
(see the Introduction to II 4, and notes to 402b9—-16, 415a1 4-22, 
418a11-17, and 429b10-21), even if, as seems likely, his mention 
of appetite and spirit in the current passage is a glancing reference 
to Plato, Republic iv. It is also noteworthy that Aristotle now lists 
a deliberative faculty (bouleutikon; 433033), whereas earlier he 
had mentioned a faculty of locomotion (kinétikon kata topon; 
414a32), omitted here. 

As the discussion develops, it becomes clear that Aristotle is 
primarily concerned not with generating parts corresponding to 
the parties of every internal conflict, but rather with the more 
coarse-grained question of whether there is a faculty related to 
every discrete sort of object. He observes that objects of desire 
(orekta), no matter how variegated, nevertheless form a single 
class, precisely as objects of desire. This also explains his 
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somewhat cumbersome suggestion that what initiates motion is 
the ‘faculty of desire insofar as it is a faculty of desire’ (433bI1). 
Aristotle means that even though the objects of desire are many, 
and even though conflicting desires arise relative to distinct 
objects, the common source of all such motion is the faculty of 
desire simply doing its job as a faculty: conflicting desires are, 
after all, desires; so, no further faculty is required to explain 
conflicts among desires. These are all and only desires, because 
they issue from the operations of a single faculty, namely desire 
(orexis). There is thus no need to posit a multiplicity of soul parts 
to explain this common sort of internal conflict. 


433b13-18: The Three Factors of Motion: We now have a 
precise specification of the factors involved in the aetiology of 
action. There are, contends Aristotle, three: (i) what initiates 
motion, identified as the good to be accomplished; (ii) that by 
which one initiates motion, the activity of the faculty of desire; 
and (iii) what is moved, the animal. This coheres closely with his 
account of motion in Physics 256b14-24 (cf. Met. 1072a24-30). It 
is sometimes thought that Aristotle departs from his earlier treat- 
ments by further subdividing (i) into (a) that which initiates motion 
while itself not moving, and (b) that which initiates motion while 
itself being in motion. The division in the current passage, however, 
is not subordinate to (i). Instead, Aristotle is allowing that while 
both the good sought and the faculty of desire initiate motion, only 
the faculty does so while being itself in motion. Thus, the object of 
desire initiates motion without itself being in motion. 


433b19-30: Summary of Principal Findings: Aristotle moves 
towards a general summary, but in so doing, he does not refrain 
from adding a surprising innovation, namely a distinction 
between types of imagination (phantasia) not mentioned earlier 
in the work. 

Aristotle precedes his summary by alluding to a fuller treat- 
ment of the bodily instrument employed by the faculty of desire. 
The most likely surviving discussion would be De Motu Animal- 
ium 698a14-b7, 702a21-b1 1. 

When contending that the starting point (arché) in intentional 
action is the same as its end point (teleuté), Aristotle means that 
for a particular action, the goal first moves the faculty of desire as 
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its final cause and then also serves as the terminus of the action, 
that in which it is completed. His illustration serves not to expli- 
cate how the first moving cause is also the terminus, however, but 
rather how one and the same state of affairs can yet differ in 
being, insofar as it is both the starting point and the end point. 
A hinge, as Aristotle is thinking of it, is a ball-and-socket joint, 
such as the hip. (The term translated as ‘hinge’ (gigglumos) is used 
in Greek both for a metal door hinge and for a ball-and-socket 
joint.) The idea is that the curvature of the swivel in such cases is 
both convex, from the standpoint of the ball, and concave, from 
the standpoint of the socket. In this sort of joint, the socket 
remains motionless while the ball pivots within. (Cf. De Motu 
An. 698a14-b4, 701a36-b32, 701b33-702bI11 for a fuller treat- 
ment of the mechanisms involved.) In a similar manner, the same 
state of affairs may be considered first, from the standpoint of 
initiating an action, its source or starting point (arché) but then 
also, from the standpoint the ultimate result attained, its end 
point (teleuté). Thus, e.g., being healthy is both the impetus and 
outcome of my exercising. 

Aristotle concludes by noting that there is no desire without 
imagination (phantasia), but then distinguishes, somewhat sur- 
prisingly, two forms of imagination, one perceptual and the other 
rational. He had not earlier availed himself of any such distinc- 
tion, not even in the full treatment of imagination offered in III 3. 
Perhaps there has been some hint of the distinction, if only 
obliquely, at 403a8, 427b27, 431a14, and 432a12, but the distinc- 
tion is reaffirmed plainly later, at 434a5-7. In the context of the 
present chapter, the distinction may serve as a corrective to 
the odd contention entertained at the outset to the effect that 
the exercise of imagination might be regarded as a kind of 
reasoning (see note to 433a8-13). As introduced, the distinction 
offers to non-human animals only perceptual imagination, with 
the result that the exercise of imagination would be functionally 
isomorphic across all animals insofar as the initiation of motion is 
concerned, even though the exercise of imagination in humans 
will typically be conceptually laden, with content inaccessible to 
the non-human animals. Thus, while all animals represent an 
apparently good end for themselves and so pursue it, only 
humans characterize the end for themselves as good and so as 
something worthy of being pursued; and only humans, owing to 
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the attainments of reason (nous), can distinguish the good from 
the merely apparent good. 


CHAPTER 11 


Introduction to IMI 11 

This brief chapter first continues the discussion of the aetiology of 
animal motion begun in the last, but then segues into a brief but 
suggestive discussion of the practical syllogism. It begins by focusing 
on the kind of motion that occurs in very simple animals, those 
endowed with only the sense of touch. This gives rise to a brief 
consideration of the kinds of imagination we should recognize, 
which in turn invites a brief discussion of the role of desire in animals 
with different psychological economies. In this latter discussion, 
Aristotle visits the topic of weakness of will (akrasia) in passing. 


433b31—434a5: Movement in Incompletely Developed Animals: 
Aristotle understandably finds something inherently puzzling 
about the movements of incompletely developed animals (ate/é), 
by which he normally means neither mutants nor the maimed 
(pérémata), but rather either animals lacking the full range of 
sensory faculties or, more often, those with sensory faculties not 
completely developed (cf. 425a10). In the current passage, he 
focuses on those animals which are incomplete in the sense of 
lacking the full range of faculties enjoyed by other animals. He 
has allowed that not all animals have all senses, but insists that 
nothing is an animal without at least touch (cf. 413b3-5, 414b3, 
434b24, 435b5-7; De Sensu 436b13, Hist. An. 489a17). While not 
every animal with touch is able to move, since some animals are 
sessile (434b7-8), the vast majority of animals do have locomo- 
tion, including most which live by touch alone. Aristotle wonders: 
if a slug can move and evidently feels pleasure and pain in so 
doing (as when it retracts), this then might seem to imply that it 
has imagination (phantasia) and appetite (epithumia). Earlier he 
had contended that simple animals must have desire on the 
grounds that sensation requires awareness of pleasure and pain, 
which in turn requires desire (orexis) (413b19-23). 

Aristotle had also earlier allowed that some animals lack 
imagination (phantasia) (415a10, 428a8). Here he suggests that 
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imagination might be present in lower animals after all, but in an 
indeterminate manner (aoristés; 434a4), Somehow commensurate 
with the indeterminate character of their movements. His mean- 
ing in calling movement and imagination indeterminate (aoristés) 
is a little opaque, though it may be illuminated by his suggestion 
that thought (dianoia) can proceed indeterminately when multi- 
vocal terms have not been rendered precise (DC 276a21; cf. Cat. 
8b10). The idea is that thought can proceed, even if it is a bit hazy 
owing to the presence of multivocity. Thus, for example, being a 
citizen might be spoken of in many ways, so that a citizen under a 
kingship is not the same thing as a citizen under a parliamentary 
democracy; still, one can make some progress in thinking about 
the ways in which citizens should regard their governments in 
general, before turning to such comparatively fine-grained con- 
siderations. If that illustration is apt, then one might say that 
while only humans have deliberative imagination, humans, in 
common with higher and lower animals, can also have indeter- 
minate images; lower animals, however, are restricted to images 
of indeterminate (aoristés) character. A slug’s imagination may 
be similar: its images are hazy and indeterminate, like the idea of 
a citizen in general, but may yet function in an analogous way in 
its psychological economy. If so, then a slug’s imagination, 
although suited to its purposes, will lack the precision of image 
found in higher non-human animals, and then lack to an even 
greater degree the precision of image found in human beings, as 
required for deliberate action. So, Aristotle’s answer to the ques- 
tion posed by present-day cognitive scientists as to whether para- 
mecia have mental representations is, in typical fashion: yes and 
no. Yes: slugs have images, as one may surmise from the role 
images play in locomotion. No: if the question is meant to ask 
whether they have fully determinate images of the sort rational 
beings have, then slugs do not. For in contrast with the images 
humans have, those of slugs are indeterminate (aoristés), and so 
do not reach the level of precision found in human beings. 


434a5-10: Types of Imagination: Aristotle has already recog- 
nized two forms of imagination, one perceptual and one rational 
(see note to 433b19—30), and now specifies what seems a version 
of the rational form, namely deliberative imagination (bouleutiké 
phantasia), which he restricts to animals with the faculty of 
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reason. When speaking of this form of imagination, Aristotle 
highlights its role in assessing alternative ways to promote some 
end. He contends that deliberating about what is better or worse 
involves comparing distinct scenarios one with the other and so 
presupposes a common scale of valuation; this comparative activ- 
ity activates the rational imagination insofar as it is required for 
measuring appearances jockeying for supremacy against this 
single standard (cf. De Mem. 453a13, EN 1112b11, Met. 1152b11). 
Here it bears recalling the linguistic connection in Aristotle’s 
Greek between the verb to appear (phainesthai) and imagination 
(phantasia, also sometimes translated as appearance; see the 
Introduction to III 3). The appearances or images involved in 
this process need not be conceived pictorially; on the contrary, 
such appearances may be conceptually rich in ways making 
pictographic representation difficult to fathom. 


434a10-15: Desire and Deliberation: Since some animals move 
in the absence of reason, and animal movement requires desire 
(orexis), even while deliberation occurs in the sphere of reason 
alone, desire must not be of its own nature deliberative. It is 
striking that Aristotle speaks of desire as lacking a ‘deliberative 
faculty’ (bouleutikon), which might also be rendered by ‘delibera- 
tive capacity’ or ‘deliberative ability’. In any rendering, however, 
Aristotle’s point is that desire lacks the ability to deliberate of its 
own accord, presumably because it lacks the requisite facility for 
weighing competing appearances against a single scale in the 
manner of the rational faculty (/ogistikon). 

The text of the next section is a bit corrupt. The translation 
reflects one probable reconstruction: ‘Sometimes this desire over- 
powers that desire and initiates motion, and sometimes that one 
overpowers this one and initiates motion, like one ball over- 
powering another’ (434a12—13). Taken this way, the illustration 
Aristotle uses to make his point about competing desires is 
straightforward: one desire may overpower another as one ball 
might overpower another when they collide. If this captures the 
force of his analogy, Aristotle will be conceiving of each individ- 
ual desire as having its own independent strength and force. Once 
initiated, a desire rolls forward as a ball upon a croquet lawn, 
such that a dominant desire simply knocks its feebler competitors 
aside. Thus, a desire for cake may brush aside a desire for health 
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as it impels an agent towards its own narrowly circumscribed 
satisfaction. 

The translation must, however, be regarded as tentative, not 
least because it relies upon the introduction of a word not in our 
manuscripts. The phrase rendered ‘like one ball overpowering 
another’ reflects the acceptance of a conjecture of Essen, who 
writes hôsper sphaira sphairan at 434a13, that is, as one ball 
(sphaira) overpowering another ball (sphairan), when in fact our 
manuscripts and commentaries all have simply either ‘like a ball’ 
(either sphaira or sphairan, but not both). Moreover, since the 
word translated as ‘ball’ (sphaira) more regularly means ‘sphere’ 
in Aristotle, some ancient commentators, including Themistius 
(121, 34) and some unnamed exegetes known to ps.-Simplicius 
(310, 30), were inclined to offer much more elaborate interpret- 
ations of this passage, involving the rotations of the heavenly 
spheres discussed at length in Aristotle’s De Caelo and else- 
where. Minimally, such accounts are unnecessary, since ‘ball’ 
is also a perfectly common meaning of sphaira, and one surely 
known to Aristotle. Moreover, the picture of one heavenly 
sphere overpowering another seems both strained and inappro- 
priate to the context. It is, therefore, preferable to agree with 
ps.-Simplicius, who rejects the view of the exegetes he mentions 
(310, 30), by accepting the more mundane meaning of this 
term. That said, the more elaborate alternative cannot be 
rejected as impossible. 

In any case, when Aristotle notes that the faculty of knowledge 
remains unmoved, he is not denying the possibility of akrasia, but 
is rather contrasting knowledge, which is always internally con- 
sistent and invariant in its outcomes, with beliefs and desires, 
which may be pitted one against the other. His suggestion, then, 
is that in cases of akrasia, when desires proceed insufficiently 
regulated because unstructured by reason, even a desire selected 
by an agent may be overwhelmed and knocked off course by a 
stronger desire left unchecked. When regulated by reason, how- 
ever, desires are more tractable and well-ordered, because tren- 
chantly channelled towards some identified good. This, 
presumably, is part of what Aristotle thinks Socrates, despite his 
overstating his case, got right about the extreme peculiarity of 
akratic conduct (EN vii 2-3). 
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434a16—21: The Prominence of Particular Belief in the Aetiology 
of Action: Aristotle’s observation about the role of desire in 
rational and non-rational action precipitates a brief discussion of 
the practical syllogism, which he develops in more detail else- 
where, especially Nicomachean Ethics vii 3 and De Motu Animal- 
ium 7. To some extent, this discussion serves to reframe what has 
come before and so also serves as a corrective to a suggestion 
which might be thought implicit in the earlier sections of the 
chapter, namely that desire alone drives action. On the contrary, 
contends Aristotle, in rational animals belief (doxa) has an import- 
ant role to play (cf. 428a18-24), both beliefs about particulars 
present to perception and general beliefs taking the form of uni- 
versal premises which govern action (cf. EN 1147425). 

The general framework is clear. A universal premise is judged 
by an agent to obtain: All @-things are to be done by w-type 
people (e.g. a moderate amount of wine is to be drunk by a 
healthy person). In fact, in framing this premise Aristotle speaks 
of ‘conception’ (hupolépsis) rather than judgement or belief 
(doxa), though he is plainly using the term ‘conception’ such 
that it carries at least some conviction on the part of the agent. 
So, in speaking of conception, he means roughly that the agent 
begins by conceiving of @-things as the sorts of things to be done 
by w-type people (cf. APo. 89a2. 89a38, Met. 981a5, 1005b25, 
1073a17; EN 139b17 for similar uses). 

Aristotle’s characterization here agrees with Nicomachean 
Ethics vii 3 in that he implicitly envisages two distinct universal 
classes in the major premise of a practical syllogism, the first 
pertaining to the action type and the other pertaining to the 
type of agent (EN 1147a1-6; cf. De Motu Anim. 701a13). No 
such universal conviction suffices by itself for action, however. 
It is necessary to add a particular premise to the effect that this is 
the moderate amount of wine, and Jam a healthy sort. Note that 
the second particular judgement (and here Aristotle does speak of 
judgement or belief; doxa at 434a20) has an indexical component, 
whereby the agent reflexively links the characterization in the 
universal premise to himself in the expression of the minor 
premise. 

Aristotle first suggests that it is the particular judgement in the 
minor premise that begets motion, but then backs off slightly, 
contending finally that the universal judgement is also present, 
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though it is ‘more at rest’ from the standpoint of inciting any 
given particular motion. The universal premise causes motion 
only as a sort of background directive. Thus, while one accepts 
the universal judgement that fire alarms are to be pulled in cases of 
fire, it is the perception of this fire which incites this action, this 
pulling of this alarm, by me, now. Still, the universal premise is 
present, playing its structuring role, though it is not such as to 
instigate a particular action as its proximate efficient cause. This 
leaves Aristotle with the options of saying either that the minor 
premise is the proximate cause, or, more plausibly, that the minor 
premise is the proximate cause only with the background enab- 
ling condition provided by the major premise. For a good discus- 
sion of some of the intricacies and difficulties of Aristotle’s 
conception of the practical syllogism, see Price (2008). 


CHAPTER 12 


Introduction to III 12 

Aristotle has several times in the treatise alluded to the hierarch- 
ical relations between the faculties of the soul, twice indicating 
that a fuller explanation of the reasons why they are distributed as 
they are would be undertaken (413b4—I0, 413b33-414a3). This chap- 
ter offers that promised explanation; it is given in thoroughly teleo- 
logical terms. Aristotle argues that life requires nutrition, which in 
turn in animals requires the sense of touch—where the modality 
given by ‘requires’ is neither logical nor metaphysical, but teleo- 
logical. That is, there is no contradiction or other deep impossibility 
in the suggestion that there might be an animal lacking the sense of 
touch. It is rather the case, suggests Aristotle, that it would offend 
against the purposefulness of nature to require animals to eat without 
also endowing them with the wherewithal for acquiring food. This, 
then, provides the general basis for his contention that ‘the primary 
form of perception which belongs to all animals is touch’ (413b4-—5). 

For this reason, then, Aristotle first investigates the sense of 
touch (which will include taste as a sort of subordinate case) as 
necessary for life, because it is necessary for nutrition (434a22- 
b8); he then turns to the other senses as necessary for the sort of 
life found in the vast majority of animals, those having the higher 
forms of perception in addition to touch (434b24-435a10). 
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In keeping with the primarily naturalistic character of the 
entire work, Aristotle implicitly restricts the domain of inquiry 
in this chapter to mortal beings. Earlier he had made this restric- 
tion explicit (413a32; see note to 413a30-b10). 


434a22-6: The Minimal Requisites of Natural Life: Anything 
alive is subject to growth and decline; nutrition is necessary for 
these activities; hence, every living thing, for the entire time it is 
alive, must have a nutritive soul. By contrast, not everything alive 
needs a perceptual soul. Indeed, some kinds of simple bodies 
cannot have such a soul, because they are materially unsuited to 
realize the activities of perception. 

Two points are especially noteworthy regarding this opening 
passage. First, the modality employed here and throughout the 
chapter is a form of hypothetical necessity: if something is to be 
alive, then it must manifest various activities, and if it is to 
manifest these activities, then it is necessary that it have such 
and such a soul. He is not arguing that as a matter of metaphys- 
ical or logical necessity nothing could perceive without taking on 
nutrition, and still less that thought is impossible in this strong 
sense without perception. Elsewhere he commits himself to the 
denial of this stronger modality (Met. 991a10, 1050b16—29, 
1069a30-33, 1071b3-5). On Aristotle’s conception of hypothet- 
ical necessity, see Physics II 9, where he draws out some of the 
connections he sees between hypothetical necessity and material 
causation. For an exposition of this connection, see Cooper 
(1985) and especially Charles (1988). 

This form of hypothetical modality is articulated within the 
overarching framework of Aristotle’s general teleology: if some 
end is to be achieved, then such and such must obtain. Thus, if 
this saw is to cut wood, then it must be made of suitably rigid 
matter. Similarly, if this eye is to see, then it must be made of a 
material capable of being suitably affected by colour. It is useful 
to compare this passage, and indeed the whole of this chapter, 
with De Partibus Animalium I 1, where the priority of the final 
cause in natural explanation is made clear (so, e.g., 6391 I-16), as 
is the mode of hypothetical necessity pertinent to teleological 
explanation (640aI-9, 642aI-—13). 

Second, in consequence, Aristotle does not suppose that the 
soul by itself is sufficient to render just any body capable of life. 
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Indeed, in this passage one can feel the force of Aristotle’s better- 
known contention in DA II 1 that ‘the soul will be an actuality of 
a certain sort of body’ (toioutou ...sdématos; 412a21-2). Only a 
body suitably endowed to realize the activities characteristic of 
life can be ensouled. Similarly, only bodies equipped to perceive 
can receive a perceptual soul, and, more generally, only bodies 
capable of taking on nutrition can receive a nutritive soul. Here 
too it is important to recall what Aristotle meant in calling the 
body suited to realize a soul ‘organic’. Such a body is one suited to 
being the tool of the soul. (See note to 412a28-b4 for fuller 
discussion.) It is similarly salutary to recall that Aristotle had 
made this a theme of his criticisms of his predecessors, some of 
whom, he complains, proceed ‘as if it were possible ... for just any 
soul to be outfitted in just any body’ (408a21-3; see note to 
407b14-26 for fuller discussion). 

Aristotle goes on to deny that simple bodies are suited to 
perceive, as is any body incapable of receiving a perceptual 
form without the matter (see note to 424a17-24). Aristotle devel- 
ops this point below at 434b9-22. 


434a27—-b8: Perception, Motion, and Sessile Animals: This pas- 
sage more than any other in De Anima makes explicit the teleo- 
logical framework underpinning the entire work (though cf. also 
432b19-26, where much the same point is made more briefly, 
using some of the same language). Aristotle argues that every 
animal must have perception if it is to move about in order to 
acquire nutrition. Otherwise, such animals would plainly perish, 
thus violating the principle that nature does nothing in vain: they 
lack the wherewithal required to engage in an activity necessary 
for their existence. Thus: (i) if an animal is to acquire nutrition, it 
must move itself about; (ii) if it is to move itself about, it must 
have perception; for (iii) otherwise, the animal would surely 
perish, because required but not resourced to move; which vio- 
lates (iv) the overarching teleological thesis that nature does 
nothing in vain; so (v) every animal must have perception. It 
being thus structured, Aristotle effectively has two arguments, 
one on behalf of (v), his final conclusion, and an embedded one, 
on behalf of (ii), the claim that motion requires perception. It is 
the embedded argument that appeals most fully to Aristotle’s 
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broader teleology (cf. 415b15, 434a31; Part. An. 641b12-19; Gen. 
An. 775a20, 788b20; Met. 1021b24; Pol. 1256b20). 

Assuming that this is Aristotle’s general line of argument, his 
discussion of sessile creatures becomes apposite because their 
existence threatens (i), that if an animal is to acquire nutrition, 
it must move itself about. In fact, there are patent counterexam- 
ples to that claim of whose existence he is well aware: sessile 
animals take on nutrition without engaging in locomotion. He 
has in mind such sea creatures as sea nettles, sponges, oysters, and 
Testacea, all of which he describes in his biological works (Hist. 
An. 487b6-9, 588b12; Part. An. 681634, 683c8). 

His treatment of sessile animals is difficult to reconstruct, in 
part because the text of this passage is crucially corrupt. His final 
conclusion is clear enough, however, and simply reaffirms what 
he has already argued: ‘no non-sessile body has a soul without 
also having perception’ (434b7-8). If that is indeed his main 
concern, then his brief remark that ‘nourishment comes to sessile 
animals from the areas where they naturally occur’ (434b2) will 
dispatch the potential counterexample by granting it, only to 
embed it in a broader principle, that nature would not fail to 
provide the wherewithal for such an animal to reach its end (telos; 
434b1). This would effectively neutralize the counterexample by 
limiting its force: (i) might easily be rewritten as (i'): if a non- 
sessile animal is to acquire nutrition, it must move about. Since 
sessile animals do not violate the general principle that nature 
does nothing in vain, and the vast majority of animals are non- 
sessile, including all land animals (Hist. An. 487b6-8), the teleo- 
logical structure of the argument could then proceed unhampered 
with the rewritten premise. Still, again on the assumption that this 
is his view of the matter, Aristotle’s response seems to devolve 
into a form of special pleading: if (i') is his considered view, then it 
requires independent justification which Aristotle does not pro- 
vide here. After all, if sessile animals can find food ready to hand 
without moving after it, then this could in principle—without 
some further barrier—equally be true of at least some non-sessile 
animals as well. 

Between Aristotle’s main argument and the statement of his 
final conclusion, our text has a brief discussion concerning the 
possibility of non-sessile animals endowed with a reason capable 
of discriminating (nous kritikos) but lacking in perception 
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(434b2-7). It is difficult to relate this discussion, which reads very 
much like an interpolation, to the main thread of the argument 
in this passage. Aristotle has not so far been talking about 
the relation between the higher critical faculties and perception, 
but rather about the relation between the perceptual and nutri- 
tive souls. 

However that may be, Aristotle’s discussion of non-sessile 
animals in this passage bears the marks of his detailed marine 
biological research, and reflects his judgement that ‘nature moves 
so seamlessly from lifeless things to animals, passing through 
living beings which are not animals, that there seems to be 
scarcely a difference from one to the other, due to their proximity 
with one another’ (Part. An. 681a12—-15). Various stationary sea 
creatures, though animals in Aristotle’s view, prove to be suffi- 
ciently plantlike that they require special comment from the 
standpoint of animal perception and motion. 


434b9-22: Touch and Taste: Aristotle argues that in order to 
have perception, a body must either be simple or something 
mixed; but it cannot be simple, since nothing simple is capable 
of touch and everything with perception has touch as the primary 
organ of sense (cf. 413b4-5). He provides another teleological 
argument for the claim that every animal must have touch, this 
one involving the absence of a medium for this sense (on problems 
pertaining to the medium of touch, see note to 423a22—b26). 

The text is once again suspect, but, as translated, the argument 
appeals to a sort of non-futility principle similar to the teleo- 
logical principle already introduced: since every animal unavoid- 
ably has a body capable of touching things, some potentially 
harmful and others potentially beneficial, if it is to survive, the 
animal must be able to perceive the tangible by the sense of touch. 
Otherwise, it could not discriminate the potentially harmful from 
the potentially beneficial amongst tactile objects before it, and so 
could not respond by flight or pursuit as appropriate. It follows 
that without this discriminatory ability the animal would perish. 
This, then, would prove inconsistent with nature’s general pur- 
pose, which is to bring an animal to maturity so that it may 
reproduce. So, as a matter of hypothetical necessity, if an animal 
is to survive, it must be endowed with the sense of touch. 
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Animals do need touch, then, to survive. Aristotle adds that 
taste qualifies as a sort of touch, because what is capable of 
nourishing is also something tangible (cf. De Sensu 436b17; see 
note to 422a8-19). To complete the inference, he seems to assume 
the dubious ancillary thesis that touch is the only faculty capable 
of detecting what is tactile. Yet just as something both tactile and 
coloured is visible by sight without sight’s being a kind of touch, 
so something capable of nourishing might be tactile without its 
being the case that taste is also a kind of touch. Aristotle may be 
thinking more narrowly of flavour (chumos) as itself something 
tangible, though this is not what he in fact says in this passage. 
This is, however, evidently the view expressed at De Anima 
422a8-11, and then again more fully at De Sensu 441b19, where 
flavour is said to be a quality of something liquid capable of 
activating taste (geustos). 

Aristotle does allow, in the next chapter, that all the sense 
organs (aisthétéria) in a certain way perceive by touch (DA 
435a17—19), though they involve a medium. None of these quali- 
fies as a kind of touch, however, as Aristotle here says taste does. 

However that may be, ‘sound and colour and scent do not 
nourish’ (430b19-20) an animal and are, accordingly, not even 
hypothetically necessary for animals as a class. Again, though, 
one might reasonably probe the implicit distinction made here 
between the other modalities and touch. After all, it does not 
nourish either, unless in connection with taste, and then only 
indirectly. Presumably the other senses can equally have an indir- 
ect relation to nourishment. 


434b22-7: Hypothetical Necessity for Senses other than Touch and 
Taste: For these reasons, then, only taste and touch are neces- 
sary to all animals. The remaining three senses, though not neces- 
sary to animals as a class, are necessary, that is, hypothetically 
necessary, for all animals that engage in locomotion. Moreover, 
they do contribute to the well-being even of those animals for 
which they are not even hypothetically necessary. 

The argument for the hypothetical necessity of senses other 
than touch for animals capable of moving follows a now familiar 
pattern: if they are to engage in locomotion, then animals must be 
equipped with faculties capable of detecting objects through a 
medium, such as colour through air or water (cf. DA 418b6). 
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Otherwise, they would not be able to survive, and their failure in 
this respect would violate the non-futility principle to which 
Aristotle has several times appealed in this chapter. They 
would, in short, be endowed with an ability whose expression 
would be detrimental to them, a circumstance at variance with the 
normative teleology of nature assumed in this chapter. Cf. De 
Sensu 436b18-437a2, where Aristotle makes a similar argument, 
and expands upon it slightly by offering a further justification in 
terms of the additional epistemic functions of sight and hearing. 
These senses also discern features of the world, the apprehension 
of which yields understanding (phronésis), both practical and 
theoretical, in animals endowed with reason. 


434b27—435a5: Reflections on the Medium: _Aristotle’s observa- 
tion that senses beyond touch and taste are hypothetically neces- 
sary for animals capable of locomotion prompts him to reflect on 
some features of the medium involved in distal perception. 
Although intrinsically interesting, the passage does not contribute 
in any direct way to the general direction of the chapter, which 
has been to offer a teleological justification for the distribution of 
psychic faculties across the range of natural living beings. 

Aristotle likens distal perception to locomotion, suggesting 
that the medium of perception is altered in a manner analogous 
to change in place: something initiates the motion without under- 
going motion, transmits that motion to an intermediary which is 
both moved and moves something further along in the chain, 
until such time as the end of the chain is reached, where what is 
moved no longer moves anything further. So, to complete the 
analogy, the object of perception (the aisthéton) initiates a change 
in the medium, which in turn moves a further feature of the 
medium, until it reaches the sensory faculty (the aisthétikon), 
which is affected but does not move anything further. Aristotle 
cautions that the analogy is importantly inexact, because in the 
sort of alteration involved in the perceptual chain, what is altered 
remains in the same location. Further, the final alteration 
involves no displacement at all. (On the sort of alteration involved 
in perception, see note to 416b32-417a2.) 

Aristotle observes that the various media suitable for serving as 
intermediaries in instances of distal perception have their own 
intrinsic material features, with the result that some are more and 
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some less suited to static-free transmission of sensible forms over 
greater or lesser distances. 


435a5—10: Sight and Reflection: Aristotle closes the chapter by 
teasing out a consequence of his brief discussion of the process of 
the transmission of sensible qualities through a medium. He notes 
that the direction of transmission obviates any need for the thesis 
that sight reaches out to its object in perception. This theory, 
which may seem alien, had adherents in both Empedocles 
(DK B 84) and Plato (Tim. 45b—46c; cf. Meno 76c). Whatever 
its peculiarities (on which, see Long (1966)), Empedocles’ theory 
shares with Aristotle’s own approach the thought that distal 
perception requires some mechanism to explain action at a dis- 
tance. In the next chapter he allows that all the sensory organs, 
including those activated through a medium, perceive by touch 
(DA 435b17-19). 

Aristotle also discusses the theory that the eyes reach out to the 
objects of perception, in both its Platonic and Empedoclean 
formulations, at De Sensu 437b11-438a4. Briefly, Empedocles 
likened the eyes to a lantern whose fiery beams landed upon 
objects of perception and then reflected back (hence the mention 
of ‘reflection’ (anaklasis) at 435a5-6). In Aristotle’s current rejec- 
tion of the theory, its shortcomings are to be appreciated by the 
analogy with locomotion: the final object moved does not reach 
out to the first initiator of its own motion. In De Sensu 2, Aristotle 
also faults Empedocles and Plato for the empirical inadequacy of 
their theory. 


CHAPTER 13 


Introduction to II 13 

This final chapter of De Anima is something of a patchwork, 
reprising some of the main claims of the preceding chapter but 
also connecting them to some theses established earlier in the 
work. It does not introduce any new topic for sustained develop- 
ment. Even so, it draws out a number of implications and illu- 
minates some of the earlier theses by showing how Aristotle is 
prepared to deploy them. 
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435a11-b3: The Elemental Basis of Perceptual Bodies: Aris- 
totle repeats that no simple body could realize a perceptual soul 
(cf. DA 434a28, 434b9), but now makes clear that the notion of 
simplicity in question is not spatial but elemental: nothing com- 
posed of any one element could perceive. This holds even for 
touch, which serves as a sort of mean between the various objects 
of touch. (Aristotle had allowed a variety of oppositions in the 
objects of touch; see note to 422b23-423a21 for the difficulties 
associated with this suggestion.) Aristotle’s reasoning is com- 
pressed, but he is relying on his conception of the elements 
advanced in De Generatione et Corruptione II 3, according to 
which each of the four elements has an essential pair of features: 
earth is cold and dry; air is hot and moist; water is cold and moist; 
and fire is hot and dry. Since touch can perceive all of these 
contrasts, and earth is limited to the cold and dry, the sensory 
organ of touch cannot be earthen alone. Thus, for the same 
reason, the earthen bits of the body, like hair and bone, are 
incapable of touch, and so incapable of all perception, since 
touch is presupposed by the remaining sensory modalities. 

It is noteworthy that in this passage Aristotle seems to speak as 
if flesh were the organ of touch (‘only touch seems to perceive 
through itself,’ where ‘through itself’ is contrasted with ‘through 
something else’, namely through a medium; 435a17—-19). Earlier 
he had introduced flesh as medium of touch (423b26; cf. also Part. 
An. 656a27-30; De luv. 469a4-27), locating the sensory organ 
within. The inconsistency suggests that at least this part of the 
present chapter may be drawn from a different, presumably 
earlier phase of Aristotle’s thinking about this matter. 

However that may be, owing to the same material constraint, 
and in contrast to a contention of Plato’s (Timaeus 77b), Aristotle 
has at his disposal an explanation for his view that plants cannot 
perceive. What holds for flesh and bone holds equally for plants, 
which are no less earthen (cf. 410623, 414433, 415a2). 

It is noteworthy that in advancing this view about bones, hair, 
and plants, Aristotle seems to be relying on a markedly literal 
notion of form receptivity (see the General Introduction § IV.B). 


435b4-19: Excessive Objects of Perception: the Special Case of 
Touch: Aristotle had earlier appealed to the fact that the senses 
are destroyed by encountering overly intense objects of 


377 


DE ANIMA BOOK III 


perception as a basis for distinguishing perception from reason, 
which by contrast is strengthened and improved by meeting with 
intense objects of reason (cf. 424a28-34, 426a30-6b3; for further 
discussion see notes to 422a20-1 and 429a29-bg). He now joins 
this observation to his contention that no animal exists without 
touch (on which, see note to 434b9-22) to conclude that an overly 
intense object of touch destroys not only the sensory organ, but 
the whole of the animal. Thus, he argues: 


(1) A necessary condition of being an animal is having a 
perceptual soul. 

(2) A necessary condition of having a perceptual soul is having 
the faculty of touch. 

(3) Hence, nothing is an animal without the faculty of touch. 

(4) An overly intense object of touch destroys the faculty of 
touch. 

(5) Hence, an overly intense object of touch destroys the ani- 
mal. Further, since animals may exist without the higher 
faculties of perception, overly intense objects in those 
modalities destroy their sensory organs only, permitting 
the animal to carry on living, if in a mutilated form. 


435b19-24: Higher Senses are for the Sake of Living Well: In 
contrast to touch, which alone is necessary for animal existence, 
the remaining senses exist for the sake of living well. Aristotle 
alludes to his earlier discussion of this point in the last chapter, at 
434b24-5 (on which, see note to 434b22-7). The current passage 
adds only a little to the earlier discussion, by way of specifying the 
ways in which the higher senses contribute to a higher-quality life. 

Aristotle’s last remark in this passage, about hearing, is a little 
obscure as stated, but it is easily amplified by his fuller discussion 
in De Sensu. Because voice and significance co-incide with sound, 
which is the exclusive or proper object (idion aisthéton) of hearing, 
‘hearing contributes the greater part to the growth of intelligence 
(phronésis) in animals endowed with reason (De Sensu 
437a10-11). Indeed, hazards Aristotle, this is why those blind 
from birth are more intelligent than those born without hearing 
or speech (De Sensu 437a15-17). 

The end of this chapter also marks the end of Aristotle’s 
teleological investigation of the faculties of soul. This ending 
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comes rather abruptly, with Aristotle having considered only the 
perceptual faculties; we might have expected him to proceed in 
the same vein to a discussion of imagination and reason (cf. DA 
414b33, 415a10). 

The work, like the chapter, ends with no general summary. In 
this, Aristotle’s De Anima, as it exists in our current manuscript 
configuration, contrasts sharply with many others among Aris- 
totle’s works, which self-consciously call attention to their own 
completion (e.g. De Sensu 449b1-4; De Memoria 453b8-11; Part. 
An. 697b26-30; EN 1179a33—b4). In all likelihood De Anima is an 
incomplete treatise. 
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This glossary focuses on (i) Aristotle’s dedicated psychological vocabu- 
lary; (ii) technical terms initially developed in Aristotle’s metaphysics or 
natural philosophy which are then deployed or appropriated and further 
developed in De Anima; and (iii) words most likely to cause confusion 
owing to the fact that the semantic fields of English and Ancient Greek 
rarely map directly onto one another. I stress that the truncated remarks 
given here may mislead if left unaugmented by considering the contexts 
in which the terms defined are used. For this reason, the glossary makes 
frequent reference to the text and notes, where fuller treatments are 
given, as relevant to specific contexts of use.! 
Cross-references to other glossary entries are given in bold. 


Accident, see Co-incident 

Account, Reason, Structure, Argument, Discourse, Statement, Ratio 

(logos) A difficult term to render into English, Jogos divides roughly 
into two families of meanings, one broadly semantic and the other 
broadly metaphysical. On the semantic side, a logos might be a 
sentence or a statement, or a set of statements, which when appro- 
priately connected qualify as an argument. In the other direction, 
logos is reason, held by Aristotle to be reserved to human beings 
among the animals. Also on the metaphysical side, a logos is the ratio 
or proportion in a mathematical formula; but it is also, more broadly, 
what is captured in a definition of something, where the term is 
virtually interchangeable with form. The two families of meanings 
are connected: a statement is produced by the rational faculty of a 
being with linguistic abilities and bears the marks of its production. 
Similarly, a definition, if considered as a linguistic expression, is a 
kind of logos, as what captures the essence—the form or Jogos—of 
something. In this sense, Jogos behaves something like the word 
‘defining’ as it is used in such phrases as defining account and defining 
feature: the defining feature (metaphysical) is to be cited in a defining 


! This glossary derives in part from the fuller list of Aristotelian terminology 
given in Shields (2014). It differs in that: (i) I emphasize here features pertaining 
to Aristotle’s psychology; (ii) I discuss difficult terms more fully, with an eye on 
any special difficulties introduced in De Anima; and (iii) I occasionally add 
suggestions for fuller discussions elsewhere, for those wishing to pursue the 
questions raised but not answered here. I thank Routledge Publishers for per- 
mission to draw upon the more general glossary. 
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account (semantic). Similarly, an essence-specifying logos captures 
and displays the logos or form of some entity. See notes to 403a3-27, 
418a7-I1, and 424a17-24. 

Actuality, Activity (energeia, entelecheia): These two terms appear to be 
Aristotelian neologisms; they are often interchangeable, though in 
some cases they differ slightly in meaning. They are best known by 
their contrasts: (i) energeia is regularly contrasted with its correlative 
potentiality (dunamis), where it means the actualization of some 
capacity, e.g. the capacity to see is actualized when one is actually 
seeing something; (ii) less often, most notably in ethical contexts, 
energeia is contrasted with change or process (kinésis), in which case 
it means activity or actuality in the sense of being a complete activity, 
i.e. one whose performance does not require the attainment of any 
result beyond itself. In this sense, e.g., seeing qualifies as an actuality 
(energeia), whereas baking is a process (kinésis). One of Aristotle’s 
first questions about the soul in De Anima concerns whether it is an 
actuality (402a26; see note to 402a23-b8). He answers in De Anima 
II 1 that it is (see note to 412a6-11), but the matter is somewhat 
complicated by the fact that he also distinguishes in De Anima 
between a first and a second actuality (412a22-7, 417a21-b9), 
where the distinction corresponds to an entity’s having a facility for 
¢-ing, but not now ¢-ing (e.g. someone who has learnt how to swim 
but is now sitting or walking), and someone now exercising the 
capacity for d-ing (e.g. someone who is now swimming). The distinc- 
tion is consequential not only for Aristotle’s account of soul in 
general, but also for his theories of perception (aisthésis) and reasoning 
(noésis); see note to 417a14-20. For a fuller discussion of Aristotle’s 
concept of actuality, see Shields (2009). For a rich but uncompelling 
argument that energeia is always best rendered—especially in De 
Anima—as ‘activity’, see Kosman (2013). 

Aition, Aitia, see Cause. 

Animal (z6(i)on): Among animate beings, animals differ from plants by 
having perception (aisthésis) and desire (orexis), and among animals 
humans differ from non-human animals by having reason (nous). See 
414a31—b6, 431a11, and 434a5. On Aristotle’s hylomorphic analysis, 
animals are compounds of soul (= form) and body (= matter), on 
which, see the General Introduction § III. 

Appearance, see Imagination (phantasia) 

Appearances (phainomena): From the verb phainesthai, to appear, phai- 
nomena are simply things which appear, or, put as a simple substan- 
tive, appearances. As with the English word ‘appearance’, a 
Phainomenon might be perceptual, whether veridical or non-veridical, 
or intellectual, again whether veridical or non-veridical. Perceptual 
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(and veridical): ‘Just at sunrise, the mountains give off a purplish 
appearance.’ Intellectual (and non-veridical): ‘Any appearance that 
the economy is rebounding after the recession is demonstrably illu- 
sory.’ Fortunately, Greek marks a (non-rigid) syntactic distinction 
between what appears to be so but is not really so and what, being a 
certain way, also appears that way. These correspond roughly to the 
difference in English between ‘The Miiller-Lyer lines appear to be 
different lengths, though they are in fact the same’ and ‘Novalis 
impressed many from the moment he first appeared as a student in 
Jena.’ Appearances play an important methodological role for Aris- 
totle, since he self-consciously collects them as he begins an inquiry; 
he does so, however, without thereby either endorsing or questioning 
the ultimate veridicality of those appearances. He follows this pro- 
cedure in De Anima I, while also collecting the reputable beliefs 
(endoxa), not least because the views of his predecessors, who have 
already thought hard about the soul and its characteristics, partly 
constitute the appearances he regards as worthy of consideration. 
While never slavishly beholden to the appearances, and perfectly 
willing to overturn them when they are unsustainable, Aristotle 
inclines towards the view that ceteris paribus appearances should be 
preserved. Thus, for example, it appears that we engage in deliber- 
ation about how we are to act, and it further appears that such 
deliberations regularly affect the course of future events (406b24-5); 
so, we should adhere to this appearance unless we are compelled to 
give it up. In De Anima, Aristotle recounts and endorses a broad 
range of appearances regarding the soul, including the foundational 
phainomenon that some things are living, or animate, and others not 
(412a13). See note to 402a23-b8. 

Arché, see Principle 

Be, exist (einai): Aristotle uses this verb in two ways: (i) predicatively 
(‘Professor Flabbyface is boorish.’); (ii) existentially (‘There is no 
Santa Claus.’). Aristotle sometimes faults his predecessors for failing 
to distinguish these uses and criticizes their views accordingly. Two 
special uses of the verb are paramount in De Anima: (i) Aristotle will 
often suggest that x and y are one and the same, though they differ in 
being (to einai), where this means that two things may co-incide, 
though their accounts are distinct, that is, that two things may be 
coextensive, though intensionally distinct. Thus, all and only rational 
beings are capable of grammar, though what it is to be rational is not 
the same as what it is to be capable of grammar; and (ii) the nutritive 
and generative souls co-incide, though the processes of generation 
and nutrition are distinct. See 416b25 and note to 416b1 1-28. See also 
Substance. 
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Belief (doxa): a pro-attitude which may be true or false, a feature which 
distinguishes belief from knowledge (epistémé). In Greek doxa is 
cognate with the verb dokein, to seem. One might accordingly expect 
it to belong to all animals, whether rational or not; but because it 
requires rational faculties, according to Aristotle, and conception 
(hupolépsis) in particular, only human animals have belief. See 
428a18-24, 434a10-I1. 

Body (séma): Sôma has a series of distinct but related meanings in 
Aristotle, just as ‘body’ does in English. Sometimes it is used of 
geometrical solids, and other times of quantities of matter (as at 
416a28), and still other times it refers to an animal’s body, which 
Aristotle contends is the matter of the compound animal, of which the 
soul is the form. More precisely, the body which is the matter of the 
compound is the organic body, namely that body suited to be a tool 
for the life-activities of the animal, including nutrition, perception, 
and, in the case of humans, reasoning. Aristotle criticizes some of his 
predecessors for failing to reflect upon the fact that only suitably 
structured bodies are suited to be the matter of souls. See notes to 
407b14-26 and 412a28-bq. 

Capacity, see Potentiality 

Category: In Aristotle, a basic kind or ultimate classification of beings. 
Aristotle poses a categorial question as one of the very first matters to 
determine regarding the soul (402a23-b1). This question he answers 
when beginning his own positive account in DA II 1 (412a19-21, 
412b10-11) by contending that the soul is a substance (ousia) as form 
(eidos). See notes to 402a23—b8 and 412a6-11. For a basic introduc- 
tion to Aristotle’s theory of categories, which is very much presup- 
posed in De Anima, see Shields (2014: Ch. Four). 

Cause, Explanation (aitia, aition): A basic explanatory factor, cited in 
response to questions concerning what is the case and why. There are 
four kinds of cause: material, formal, efficient, and final. For most 
domains of inquiry, citing all four causes is necessary and sufficient 
for explanatory adequacy. Aristotle regularly connects causation 
with knowledge, since he thinks that we have knowledge of something 
only when we know its causes. It is accordingly unsurprising that he 
should characterize the soul in four-causal terms, as the form of the 
body, but equally as a final and efficient cause. See note to 415b8-27. 
For a general introduction to Aristotle’s four-causal theory of 
explanatory adequacy, see Shields (2014: Ch. Two). 

Change, Motion, Process (Ainésis): A change is the actualization of what 
is potentially insofar as it is potentially @. No one English term has 
exactly the semantic field as kinésis. We tend to reserve the term 
motion for one kind of change, namely change in location, so that 
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motion will often be too restrictive for kinésis. In addition to change in 
location, Aristotle also recognizes growth, diminution, and simple 
alteration as kinds of kinésis. Still, sometimes Aristotle uses kinésis 
interchangeably with another term, usually restricted to alteration, 
namely metabolé. Then again he sometimes contrasts it with energeia 
(actuality or activity), where it is best rendered as process. In De 
Anima, Aristotle argues that the soul cannot move in its own right 
(kath’ hauto) but can be moved only co-incidentally (kata sumbebé- 
kos), evidently because he does not regard the soul as a magnitude. 
See headnote to DA I 3, and notes to 405b31—406a12, 406a12—16, and 
especially 406a16—b25. 

Co-incident, Accident (sumbebékos): This word has stricter and more 
relaxed usages in Aristotle. Strict: (i) When two things co-incide, 
they overlap—though their overlapping will not constitute a ‘coinci- 
dence’ in our sense of the term. Co-incidents are significant in Aris- 
totle’s philosophy in a number of ways, in his theory of causes and in 
his efforts to disarm sophistic paradoxes of various sorts. If the prime 
minister of Poland and the best composer in Poland co-incide—if 
they are the same person—then it will be true, but misleading because 
of its being a mere co-incident cause, to say that ‘The ineptness of 
Poland’s best composer caused its economy to crumble.’ (ii) Matters 
are slightly more complex in the arena of demonstration, where two 
distinct notions come into play, but are not always clearly distin- 
guished. In the first, more technical use, x’s being F co-incides with x’s 
being G when F is x’s essence and G is a non-essential but necessary 
feature of x consequent upon x’s being F (e.g. if a square is essentially 
a four-sided closed plane figure, then its having internal angles equal- 
ing 360 degrees is a co-incident). Relaxed: In a second, more relaxed 
sense, a co-incident is simply any intrinsic feature of a thing other 
than its essence; here it is appropriate to render it as accident. For 
more on this term, see note to 402a7-I0. The notion of co-incidence 
plays a significant role in De Anima, especially in connection (a) with 
Aristotle’s conception of the soul’s motion (see note to 406a16—b25); 
and (b) with Aristotle’s theory of perception and the objects of per- 
ception (e.g. at 418a8-9; see note to 418a20-4). 

Conception, Conceiving, Supposition (Aupolépsis): A somewhat slippery 
term, in some cases it is neutral as regards conviction, so that it might 
be rendered as ‘entertaining’ or perhaps ‘supposition’, as in ‘Her 
endless entertaining of alternative possibilities left her finally frozen 
and unable to act’ or ‘On the supposition that what you say is true, we 
would be engulfed in flames by now.’ Elsewhere, it is a generic term 
comprising both knowledge (epistémé) and belief (doxa), where it 
evidently involves some pro-attitude beyond bare entertainment; in 
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this sense, at least, it is restricted by Aristotle to humans among the 
animals (427b28; cf. Met. 1008b26, EN 1147b4). This is the use at 
play in DA III 11, where conception involves at least some modest 
conviction. In these cases, it has at least the level of conviction found 
in ‘Given her conception of fair play, it’s no surprise that she stooped 
to such shenanigans.’ See notes to 427b27-428a5 and 434a16-21. 

Core-dependent homonymy: A type of homonymy according to which 
some range of related definitions depend asymmetrically on a core 
notion. Aristotle’s typical example is healthy, across the range of: (i) 
Socrates is healthy; (ii) Socrates’ complexion is healthy; (iii) Socrates’ 
exercise regimen is healthy. The illustration is supposed to make clear 
first that healthy in these applications is not univocal, but that the 
instances are, nonetheless, related, and related in a distinctive way, 
since accounts of healthy in (ii) and (iii) require reference to the 
account of (i), but not vice versa. If that is accepted, then claims to 
core-dependent homonymy may be extended to other, more interest- 
ing cases. Of course, appeals to core-dependent homonymy are likely 
to become controversial when extended to such notions as justice, 
goodness, and being. In De Anima, Aristotle appeals to the core- 
dependent homonymy of being at 410a13-15. See also homonymy 
and univocity. 

Demonstration (apodeixis): The currency of completed scientific inquiry, 
a demonstration is a kind of deduction featuring premises which are 
necessary, better known than their conclusions, and universal in 
scope. Aristotle considers the role of demonstration in DA I 1. See 
headnote to DA I 1, together with notes to 402a1-4 and 402aI0-22. 

Deduction (sullogismon): ‘A deduction is logos in which, certain things 
having been supposed, something different from those supposed 
results of necessity because of their being so’ (A Pr. 24b18-20). 

Desire (orexis): There are three sorts of desire recognized in De Anima: 
rational desire (boulésis), which is restricted to humans and takes as 
its object what is good; appetite (epithumia), which all animals share, 
and which takes as its object pleasure (hédoné); and also spirit (thu- 
mos), which is concerned with social standing, including the avoid- 
ance of shame (414a29-b16, 432b4-7). See note to 414a29-b16. For 
the status of the capacity of desire (the orektikon) as a faculty of soul, 
see the General Introduction § IV and notes to 414b19-415aI1 and 
433a6-8. 

Dialectic (dialektiké): A form of inquiry and argumentation which 
begins with reputable opinions rather than universal and necessary 
premises (and hence not an instance of demonstration and so not used 
in science (epistémé)). Dialectic may be destructive, by showing up 
faults in an interlocutor’s reasoning, or, more problematically, 


386 


DISCURSIVE GLOSSARY OF ARISTOTELIAN TERMINOLOGY 


constructive, when it permits a form of argumentative progress which 
falls short of the rigours of science. Aristotle raises a question about 
the role of dialectic in De Anima, though his answer is disputed. See 
note to 403a27-b16. 

Differentia (diaphora): Typically rendered in English by its Latin equiva- 
lent to mark that it is a technical term, the differentia (= difference) is 
what distinguishes one species under a genus from another. See notes 
to 402a10-22, 403b24-31, and 429a10-13. 

Discriminate, Judge (krinein): Because the senses can krinein (418a14, 
422b23-7, 425b21, 427a30; cf. De Sensu 447b26, 448a3; Gen. et Corr. 
323b9) but are not true or false in a propositional sense, krinein is 
usually best rendered as ‘discriminate’. In some cases, however, when 
it issues in truth evaluable items, ‘judgement’ is preferable (so, e.g., 
Met. 1009b2). In some cases, Aristotle’s intended meaning is difficult 
to determine. See, e.g., notes to 426b9-29 and 431a20-b1. 

Dunamis, see Potentiality 

Efficient Cause, see Cause 

End, Final Cause (telos), see Cause. Note that when end is used for the 
final cause, it is in neither its spatial nor its temporal sense (and so not, 
that is, the end of the valley or the end of the day). Having come into 
English via the Latin finis, end in this application is used purely as an 
equivalent for the final cause, telos in Greek. Closer to its meaning in 
Aristotle is its use in such expressions as ‘It didn’t serve his ends to be 
so truculent.’ 

Endoxa, see Reputable Opinions 

Energeia, see Actuality 

Entelecheia, see Actuality 

Epistémé, see Science 

Essence (to einai, ousia, to ti én einai, hoper): As this list of Greek terms 
indicates, Aristotle has no single, set term for essence. Still, he is 
regularly keen to highlight the defining features of kinds, which he 
treats as essential. His approach to essentialism is non-modal: the 
essential features of a kind are not merely those features without 
which something would not be an instance of that kind, but must 
also be explanatorily prior to other necessary features of that kind. 
Thus, if rationality is the essence of human beings, necessarily human 
beings will be capable of grammar, capable of laughter, and so on; 
these latter features are jointly explained by rationality, but do not 
explain it. Each of the latter is an instance of a proprium. Aristotle 
holds that the soul is essence (to ti én einai) of an organic, living body 
(412b11), thus implicating himself in the thought that the body, which 
is the matter of the soul, ceases to exist when it has lost its soul. 
See the General Introduction § III.B for a presentation and brief 
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discussion of the problem occasioned by this commitment. Aristotle 
equally sets as a task for De Anima a determination of the essence 
(ousia) of the soul (40247). See note to 402a7-10. 

Exclusive, see Proprium 

Explanation, see Cause 

Faculty, see Potentiality 

Final Cause, see Cause 

Form (eidos, morphé) In its most general application, a form is simply a 
positive attribute—what is gained or lost in an instance of change, 
whether accidental or substantial. In its most superficial sense, form 
is akin to shape (as in the form of a statue); but it typically has a 
deeper, more metaphysically loaded meaning, such as character or 
kind. When a form is substantial, then it is cited in an essence- 
specifying definition of a kind (as in the form (eidos) of humanity). 
When it is used in the sense of character or kind, eidos can also 
mean species (as in the species (eidos) horse). For an introduction 
to Aristotle’s general understanding of form, see Shields (2104: 
Chs. Two and Three). Aristotle contends that the soul is the form 
of the body (412a20), thereby applying to soul-body relations 
his general hylomorphism, on which, see the General Introduction 
§§ II and III. 

Formal cause, see Cause 

Function (ergon) Typically a function is what something is for: the 
function of a computer is to compute, that of a kitchen blender to 
blend ingredients, and so on. Aristotle applies the notion broadly, 
beyond artefacts to include the characteristic activity of natural 
organisms, even though they have not been designed for any purpose. 
Aristotle also uses ergon to denote the activity involved in exercising a 
function. See also cause. 

Generation, Coming to be (genesis, gignesthai): The word genesis (gener- 
ation) is formed from the verb gignesthai, to come to be. Aristotle 
distinguishes two types of generation or coming to be: (i) unqualified 
generation, when a new substance comes into existence; and (ii) 
qualified generation, when something already existing comes to be 
something or other. (English tends to reserve the word genesis 
for Aristotle’s first meaning.) Aristotle treats the soul as a principle 
of generation and holds that the nutritive soul is the same as the 
generative soul, though they differ in being (to einai) (see note to 
415a22-b7). 

Genus (genos): A genus is a kind, normally superordinate to some range 
of species, which are differentiated from one another by means of 
some differentia. Thus, human, dogs, and snakes are all species under 
the genus animal. Aristotle also speaks of the highest categories of 
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being as genera, and poses as a central question concerning the soul 
what its genus of being might be (402a23-b1). 

Hédoné, see Pleasure 

Homonymous (homénumon): Two things are homonymous when they 
share the same name but have different accounts. In extreme and easy 
cases, this will be obvious and uninteresting (e.g. riverbanks and 
savings banks). In other, more philosophically interesting cases, 
homonymy may be more difficult to detect (e.g. good singers and 
good opportunities). In these cases, its presence may also be disputed. 
In constructive contexts, Aristotle repeatedly adverts to the notion of 
core-dependent homonymy. Further, Aristotle tends to use the terms 
homonymous and meant in many ways or spoken of in many ways 
(pollachés legomenon) coextensively and sometimes even inter- 
changeably. In De Anima, he contends that cause (aition) and prin- 
ciple (arché) are meant in many ways, and argues that the soul is a 
cause and principle as a formal, final, and efficient cause (415b8-11). 
See note to 415b8-27. 

Hylomorphism: The thesis that ordinary objects are compounds of form 
and matter. For a discussion of Aristotle’s introduction of hylo- 
morphism, which is for him a fundamental philosophical term, see 
the General Introduction § II. 

Imagination, Appearance (phantasia): A capacity or faculty of the soul by 
means of whichanimals store and manipulate images or appearances. 
Because of its connection to the verbal form to appear (phainesthai), it 
is tempting to render phantasia as ‘appearance’. This is strained in 
English, however, since we tend not to think of appearances as 
psychic faculties, as opposed to things appearing to psychic faculties. 
That said, ‘imagination’ will give the wrong impression if we are 
thinking of its common use, according to which it is an ability to 
think creatively or fancifully (‘He’s utterly lacking in imagination.’) 
In fact, for Aristotle, no human lacks imagination, and all, or nearly 
all animals, have it as well (see note to 428a5-16). Aristotle distin- 
guishes, however, between two forms of imagination (433b29-30), 
one rational and one perceptual, corresponding to the form the 
capacity takes in rational and non-rational animals, on which dis- 
tinction, see note to 433b19—-30. See also headnote to DA III 3. 

Intelligence, Prudential Wisdom, Understanding (phronésis): Sometimes 
reasonably rendered simply as intelligence, phronésis has broad and 
narrow senses. In its broad application, it covers intelligence gener- 
ally, so that it is the sort of thing a human has but a rosebush lacks. In 
its narrow application, it covers the kind of intelligence displayed in 
practical reasoning, where it is sometimes rendered as prudential 
wisdom or simply wisdom (as in, ‘He displayed great wisdom in 
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knowing when to quit.’). In its more narrow application, phronésis is 
also contrasted with theoretical wisdom, sophia. Aristotle uses the 
term in its wider sense at 417b8. 

Intelligibles, see Objects of reason 

Kinésis, see Change 

Knowledge (epistémé), see Science 

Logos, see Account 

Material cause: see Cause 

Matter (Audé): The primary subject of change, introduced in conjunction 
with its regular correlative, form. In its simplest use, matter is simply 
the stuff of which something is made, something which underlies a 
change, e.g. a quantity of bronze is the matter of a statute. Matter 
becomes intricately wed to the notion of potentiality (a connection 
made at 412a9), as form does to actuality (412a10). The initial 
association of matter and potentiality is easy to fathom, since we 
may see that a quantity of bronze is potentially many different sorts 
of artefact, and is actually some artefact only when it isenformed in a 
certain way. Aristotle contends that the body is the matter of the 
animal, which is in turn treated as a compound of form and matter 
(412a6-9). 

Meant in many ways (pollachés legomenon), see Homonymous 

Motion, see Change 

Nature (pAusis): Aristotle uses the term nature restrictively, when insist- 
ing that something has a nature only if it has an internal source of 
change, and then more expansively, in speaking of the whole of the 
natural universe. Typically, in the narrower sense, something’s nature 
is its essence, e.g. the nature of a human being is to be rational. Using 
this narrower sense, Aristotle says that he wants to discover the 
nature of the soul (402a7). See note to 402a7-I0. 

Objects of perception, Sensible objects (aisthéta): Often translated simply 
as ‘sensibles’, aisthéta are the objects of perception, literally things 
perceived or perceptible (see note to 416b9-11). Aristotle distin- 
guishes three kinds of objects of perception: (i) peculiar or exclusive; 
(ii) common; and (iii) co-incidental. See note to 418a7-11, and also 
the General Introduction § IV.B, for a discussion of the broader and 
narrower sense of the term as it occurs in De Anima (418a25, 424a29- 
b31, 426a23, 431b21-3, 432a3-6). Aristotle’s dominant practice is to 
understand perception as ranging over particular objects, whereas 
reason ranges over universals (A Po. 81b6, 87b28-37, 87b39-88a7, 
Met. 1039b28-1040a7, 1087a15-20). 

Objects of reason, Objects of thought, Intelligibles (noéta): Aristotle 
regularly treats reason (nous) as ranging over universals, in contrast 
to perception (aisthésis), the objects of which (aisthéta) are particulars 
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(APo. 81b6, 87b28-37, 87b39-88a7, Met. 1039b28-1040a7, 
1087a15-20). Just as is the case with its correlate in the area of 
perception, aisthéta, noéta, can be used either modally (= things 
thinkable, often rendered as ‘intelligibles’) or factively (= things 
thought). ‘Objects of reason’ should be understood to have the 
same bivalence. ‘Universals are never perceived but are only objects 
of reason’ vs ‘As a matter of fact, some principles of physics remain to 
be discovered and so thus far have never been objects of reason for 
anyone.’ See headnote to DA III 4. 

Organic (organikon): An adjective formed from the word organ on, or 
tool, which means, roughly, capable of serving as a tool or suited to be 
a tool. It is often rendered into English when applied to the body with 
phrases such as ‘replete with organs’ or ‘equipped with organs’, but 
this is incorrect: although a body suited to be a tool of the soul will be 
equipped with suitable organs, it is the body as a whole which is said 
to be organikon, which reflects two distinctive features of Aristotle’s 
approach to body and soul, first that the soul is prior to the body, and 
second that the soul is the final cause for which the body is fitted. That 
is, the body, like other tools, is for the sake of something, and so has a 
final cause. See notes to 407b14-26 and 412a28-b4. Given that 
organikon is a theoretically embedded term, it is probably best to 
leave it basically untranslated as ‘organic’, though doing so unfortu- 
nately gives misleading connotations in English. See also body. 

Peculiar, see Proprium. 

Perception (aisthésis): A subject perceives an object of perception when 
his sensory faculty is enformed by the sensible form of that object. See 
the General Introduction § IV.B for the general framework of Aris- 
totle’s approach to perception. The word aisthésis is used in various 
ways, Just as the word ‘perception’ is in English. In some cases it 
denotes the activity of perception, where ‘perceiving’ would be an 
acceptable translation (‘Perception is not always conscious.’). It also 
refers to the faculty of perception, equally called the aisthétikon 
(‘Animals have perception; plants do not.’). Occasionally it is best 
rendered by ‘sensation’, as at 423a3, though in the interest of uni- 
formity I have shied away from that rendering so far as possible— 
though we should not suppose that there is more uniformity or 
regimentation in English than there in fact is. It is also worth bearing 
in mind that the related verb aisthanesthai has both intellectual and 
perceptual uses, just as does ‘to perceive’ in English (‘She was the first 
to perceive that the economy was about to collapse’ vs ‘He immedi- 
ately perceived a rancid odour.’). See note to 425b12-25 on the 
relevance of this difference. 

Perceptual objects, see Objects of perception 
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Phainomena, see Appearances 

Phronésis, see Intelligence 

Pleasure (hédoné): The object of appetite, pursued by rational and non- 
rational animals alike. Anything which can perceive, according to 
Aristotle, has an ability to experience pleasure, and so in turn has a 
capacity of desire (orexis). See note to 413bI1-414a3. 

Possible, Possibility: Aristotle works with two notions of possibility. The 
first is: x is not impossible—or, what comes to the same, it is not 
necessary that not x. The second is: x is neither necessary nor impos- 
sible. The first is one-sided possibility and the second two-sided. The 
difference may be illustrated with the phrase it is possible that x is hot. 
Since it is necessary that fire is hot, if we say that it is possible that fire 
is hot, we have one-sided possibility in view, since fire cannot be not 
hot. By contrast, since water may be either hot or not, when we say 
that it is possible that water is hot, we have two-sided possibility in 
view. 

Potentiality, Capacity, Faculty, Power (dunamis): Closely associated 
with its regular correlate actuality (energeia), potentiality is a core 
concept for Aristotle. Something has a potentiality for ¢ when it has 
an internal principle for being ¢ or doing ¢ things. Thus, some wood is 
potentially a house, whereas water vapour is not, and an eye has the 
capacity to see, whereas the sole of a leather shoe does not. These 
illustrations show how Aristotle regards potentiality as more restrict- 
ive than bare possibility. In this connection, it is often natural to 
render dunamis as capacity or faculty or power. Although sometimes 
regarded as in competition, these proposed translations are often 
better regarded as determinables and determinates of one another, 
so that a human being who has developed his potentiality to swim 
also has this capacity; but we might wish to refrain from ascribing a 
swimming faculty to him, on a par, e.g., with the faculty of perception 
(aisthésis). One substantive question concerns, then, when we should 
wish to ascribe a fullyfledged faculty to a subject with a given cap- 
acity. On Aristotle’s approach to capacity and faculty individuation, 
see the Introduction to II 4, and notes to 418a11-17 and 429bI0-2. 
Aristotle regards matter as potential and treats the two concepts as 
intimately connected. 

Principle, Source, Origin, Beginning, Rule (arché): As this long list 
indicates, arché is an important and malleable word for Aristotle. 
In many contexts, Aristotle’s treats the arché of something as its 
fundamental feature, as that in terms of which its other features are 
derived; non-fundamental features are to be explained by reference to 
the features from which they derive, even if they co-incide. Given this 
understanding of an arché, it is natural and appropriate for Aristotle 
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to cast his inquiry into the soul in part as an investigation into its 
principles (archai) and also to treat his predecessors as having nom- 
inated an arché when they suggest, e.g., that the soul is made of this or 
that element (see note to 404b30—405b10). He likewise treats his own 
four causes as principles, suggesting that only in the terms given by 
them may we arrive at complete explanations. The verb archein also 
means fo rule, so that the ruling power is called an arché. The 
connection across all these uses is that an arché is something primary. 
Aristotle maintains that in the case of animals the soul (psuché) is an 
arché, in the sense of being the source and cause of their being living 
beings. See note to 402a4~-7. 

Process, see Change 

Proprium (idion): Although it has non-technical uses, where it means 
distinctive or private, idion is also a technical term for Aristotle, 
referring to non-essential but necessary properties of something. 
Thus, for example, it is idion of human beings to be capable of 
grammar. In this sense, it is customary to mark its technical feature 
by reserving for it the Latin equivalent proprium. Somewhere between 
its technical and non-technical uses, Aristotle uses idion to refer to the 
exclusive or proper objects of perception in his theory of perception, in 
terms of which sensory faculties are individuated. An idion object of 
perception (aisthéton) is what is peculiar or exclusive to a sensory 
modality (colour to sight, scent to smell, and so on). See notes to 
418a11-17 and 418a17-20. More generally, Aristotle thinks that an 
inquiry into the soul needs to determine which features are idion to it 
(403a4-5), where this is contrasted with what is common (koinon) to 
body and soul. 

Prudential wisdom, see Intelligence 

Psuché, See Soul 

Reason, Intellect, Mind (ous): (i) Aristotle identifies nous as the capacity 
of the soul by which it knows and understands (429a10-11), and 
compares it with perception, whose basic hylomorphic framework 
it shares (see note to 429a13-18), but from which it departs 
in not requiring an organ (429a27). See the General Introduction 
§ IV.C, headnote to DA III 4, and notes to 408b18-29 and 
429a18-27. (ii) Nous is equally a state or activity of mind, ranging 
from (a) any form of intellectual vs perceptual activity to 
(b) understanding, where truth is implied (as at 433a26), to (c) 
the grasping of indemonstrable first principles (as at APo. 
88a15-17). Readers of DA III 4 should be alert to this range of 
meanings; arguably in that chapter Aristotle emphasizes the 
more restricted sense captured in (ii.b), though this a matter of 
dispute. 
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Reasoning, Thinking, Understanding, Thought (noésis): the activity of 
nous, reasoning, or understanding, or simply thinking. Like nous, 
when considered as a state of activity (see Reason), noésis is some- 
times generic, where it is best rendered as ‘thought’ or ‘thinking’; in 
other cases, it seems more restricted, so that ‘understanding’ would be 
preferable. The translation seeks uniformity in preferring ‘reasoning’, 
which also captures the linguistic connection in Greek to the verbal 
(noein) and noun (nous) forms. 

Reputable Opinions, Credible Opinions, Entrenched Beliefs, Common 

Beliefs (endoxa): ‘Endoxa are those opinions accepted by everyone, or 
by the majority, or by the wise—and among the wise, by all or most 
of them, or by those who are the most notable and having the highest 
reputation’ (Topics I 1, 100b21-3). Aristotle collects endoxa at the 
start of a dialectical inquiry, running through them both to bring a 
problem into focus and to consider what progress may have already 
been made with respect to the issue under consideration. The word 
endoxon is related to the verb dokein, to seem. When Aristotle records 
the endoxa, he is recounting how things have seemed, without taking 
a stance on whether what seems to be the case is or is not the case. 
Much of De Anima I is endoxic; consequently, it is often difficult to 
determine how much settled doctrine can be read into his remarks 
there. See also appearance. 

Science (epistémé): The word science comes into English from scientia, 
the Latin equivalent of epistémé. In Aristotle epistémé has two central 
uses: (i) an organized body of knowledge, presenting the completed 
results of inquiry, expressed using demonstration; (ii) the state of 
knowledge which someone knowing such a science has achieved. 
Note that the first use is broader in Aristotle than science is in 
contemporary English, where science is often equivalent to natural 
science; in Aristotle, science comprises any properly articulated body 
of knowledge—more in keeping with the English use which recog- 
nizes also the mathematical, social, and moral sciences. 

Sensation, see Perception 

Sensible objects, see Objects of perception 

Sensory organ, Perceptual organ (aisthétérion): the organ of perception, 
the eye, for sight, the ears for hearing, and so on. Aristotle distin- 
guishes the sensory organ from the faculty (dunamis), because the 
faculty, unlike the sensory organ, lacks magnitude. See notes to 
424a17-24 and 424a24-8. 

Soul (psuché): the soul is the form and actuality of an organized body, 
which is the matter of the soul. Aristotle regards it as uncontroversial 
that animals have souls, because to have a soul is in his terms simply 
to be animate, or living (psuché = anima in Latin). For the same 
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reason, he regards plants as ensouled. The soul is thus a source or 
principle (arché) of all life. If we make the easy judgement that all living 
things have a soul, then the interesting philosophical question, as Aris- 
totle sees it, pertains to the nature of this soul that all living things have. 
A further question, explored in De Anima II 3, concerns the relationship 
between the broadest form of soul, shared by all animate beings, and the 
increasingly less common perceptual and rational souls, which Aristotle 
regards as forming a kind of hierarchy. On the hierarchy and unity of 
souls, see 434a22-b18; cf. Part. An. 687a24-690a10; Met. 1075a16-25. 
See also note to 414b19-415a13. 

Substance, Essence (ousia): (i) Aristotle’s preferred way of referring to 
substances, or basic beings, is ousia, an abstract noun formed from 
the feminine participle ousa of the verb einai, to be. Thus, one might 
as readily speak in this connection of beings or basic beings rather 
than substances. For this reason, although ousia is traditionally trans- 
lated as substance, this is a very misleading rendering if it is taken to 
indicate, as it sometimes does in English usage, some stuff or quantity, 
because neither of these qualifies as a substance in Aristotle’s tech- 
nical sense. Rather, a substance is a basic being, something capable of 
existing in its own right. (ii) Aristotle also uses the word ousia to refer 
to the essence of a kind of thing. Strikingly, in De Anima, he takes it 
as his task to discover and display the ousia of the soul, which is itself, 
as form, also the ousia of the animal (z6(i)on) (see note to 402a7-10). 
For a basic introduction to Aristotle’s approach to ousia, see Shields 
(2014: Chs. Four and Six). 

Teleology, see End 

Thinking, see Reasoning 

Understanding, see Intelligence 

Univocity: A single, non-disjunctive essence-specifying definition. Aris- 
totle assails Plato for his tendency to assume univocity. In these con- 
texts, Aristotle often prefers core-dependent homonymy. One 
substantive question regarding De Anima concerns whether Aristotle 
understands himself to offer a univocal account of soul, on which, see 
note to 412b4-9. 
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